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  Works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  (7th	  century):	  A	  Tentative	  Reconstruction	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  	  Proefschrift	  ter	  verkrijging	  van	  de	  graad	  van	  doctor	  aan	  de	  Radboud	  Universiteit	  Nijmegen	  op	  gezag	  van	  de	  rector	  magnificus	  prof.	  dr.	  J.H.J.M.	  van	  Krieken,	  volgens	  besluit	  van	  het	  college	  van	  decanen	  in	  het	  openbaar	  te	  verdedigen	  op	  dinsdag	  11	  december	  2018	  om	  10.00	  uur	  precies	  	  door	  Grigory	  Kessel	  geboren	  op	  7	  mei	  1981	  te	  Tyumen	  (USSR)	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  degree	  of	  doctor	  	  from	  Radboud	  University	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  on	  the	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  of	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  Rector	  Magnificus	  prof.	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  J.H.J.M.	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  according	  to	  the	  decision	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  the	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  of	  Deans	  	  to	  be	  defended	  in	  public	  on	  Tuesday,	  December	  11,	  2018	  	  at	  10.00	  hours	  	  by	  	  Grigory	  Kessel	  Born	  on	  May	  7,	  1981	  in	  Tyumen	  (Russian	  Federation)	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Samenvatting	  	   Deze	  thesis	  is	  een	  studie	  naar	  het	  leven	  en	  werk	  van	  Šemʿōn	  (Simeon)	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	   een	   7e-­‐‑eeuwse	  monastiek	  auteur	   behorende	   tot	   de	   (zogenaamde	  nestoriaanse)	  Kerk	  van	  het	  Oosten	  en	  levend	  in	  het	  gebied	  dat	  vandaag	  zuidwest	  Iran	   vormt.	   Het	   vertrekpunt	   van	   deze	   studie	   is	   een	   analyse	   van	   de	   oude	  verslagen	  over	  Šemʿōn	  (hoofdstuk	  1),	  maar	  het	  eigenlijke	  onderzoek	  bestaat	  uit	  een	  analyse	  van	  een	  van	  Simeon’s	  bewaarde	  geschriften	  zoals	  ze	  ons	  voorliggen	  in	  verschillende	  handschriften	  (hoofdstukken	  2–4).	  Het	  doel	  van	  de	  studie	  is	  een	  gemotiveerd	  antwoord	  te	  bieden	  op	  twee	  niet	  opgeloste	  vragen	  betreffende	  de	  auteur.	  Ten	  eerste,	  is	  het	  dezelfde	  persoon	  die	  twee	  monastieke	  traktaten	  en	  een	  wetenschappelijk	  medisch	  werk	  schreef,	  zoals	  de	  oude	  verslagen	  lijken	  te	  suggereren?	  Vervolgens,	  wie	  is	  de	  echte	  auteur	  van	   het	   Boek	   der	   Genade,	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	   of	   zijn	   tijdgenoot,	   de	   beter	  bekende	  oost-­‐‑Syrische	  mystieke	  auteur,	  Isaac	  van	  Niniveh?	  De	  analyse	  van	  de	  biografie	  van	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  toont	  aan	  dat	  hij	  een	  monastiek	  auteur	  was	  die	  leefde	  tegen	  het	  einde	  van	  de	  7de	  eeuw	  en	  behoorde	  tot	  het	  klooster	  van	  Rabban	  Ṧabūr.	  De	  relatie	  met	  dit	  klooster	  is	  geen	  toevallige	  bijkomstigheid,	   maar	   biedt	   de	   mogelijkheid	   Šemʿōn	   te	   situeren	   binnen	   het	  intellectuele	   netwerk	   waartoe	   ook	   Dadīšō`	   Qaṭrāyā	   en	   Isaac	   van	   Niniveh	  behoorden,	   de	   voornaamste	   monastieke	   auteurs	   uit	   deze	   periode.	   De	  uitbreiding	  van	  Simeon’s	  naam	  –	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūteh	  –	  dient	  geïnterpreteerd	  te	  worden	  als	   een	   allusie	   op	   de	   titel	   van	   één	   van	   de	   werken	   die	   aan	   hem	   worden	  toegeschreven,	  het	  boek	  der	  genade	  (ktābā	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibutā).	  De	  werken	  van	  Simeon	  vertonen	  een	  grote	  bekendheid	  met	  seculiere	  wetenschap,	  vooral	  geneeskunde.	  Deze	   scherpe	   belangstelling	   voor	  medische	   kennis	   had	   tot	   gevolg	   dat	   hij	   de	  bijnaam	  Lucas	  ontving	  naar	  de	  apostel	  met	  deze	  naam.	  Maar	  in	  tegenstelling	  tot	  hetgeen	  sommige	  berichten	  beweren,	  heeft	  Simeon	  waarschijnlijk	  nooit	  actief	  de	   geneeskunde	   beoefend	   en	   was	   hij	   ook	   geen	   echte	   geleerde	   op	   medisch	  terrein.	  Op	  basis	  van	  een	  aantal	  documenten	  kan	  men	  stellen	  dat	  minstens	  tegen	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  iv 
het	  eind	  van	  de	  10de	  eeuw	  er	  een	  verwarring	  plaats	  vond	  tussen	  twee	  auteurs:	  een	   monastiek	   auteur	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	   en	   een	   andere	   Syrische,	   medisch	  auteur	   die	   later	   geleefd	   heeft	   en	   de	   auteur	   was	   van	   een	   soort	   medische	  encyclopedie,	  welke	  vertaald	  werd	  in	  het	  Arabisch	  en	  grote	  populariteit	  genoot	  in	  de	  eerste	  periode	  van	  de	  Arabische	  geneeskunde.	  De	  wijd	  verspreide	  mening	  dat	   een	   groot	   aantal	   medische	   verwijzingen	   of	   citaten	   in	   het	   werk	   van	  verschillende	  latere	  auteurs,	  vooral	  de	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑	  Ḥāwī	  van	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  teruggaan	  op	  Simeon,	  houdt	  aldus	  niet	  langer	  stand.	  Van	   de	   vijf	   ons	   bekende	   geschriften	   van	   Simeon	   is	   er	   slechts	   één	  verloren	  gegaan,	  het	  	  Leven	  van	  Mār	  Gani.	  Drie	  andere	  werken	  waren	  al	  eerder	  bekend,	  de	  homilie	  over	  de	  inwijding	  van	  de	  cel,	  het	  boek	  der	  geneeskunde	  en	  het	  bovenvermelde	   boek	   der	   genade,	   waarvan	   we	   konden	   aantonen	   dat	   de	  werkelijke	  auteur	  Simeon	  was	  en	  niet	  Isaac	  van	  Niniveh..	  In	  deze	  studie	  waren	  we	  in	  staat	  een	  nieuw	  werk	  te	  ontdekken,	  de	  nuttige	  adviezen,	  waarvan	  we	  niet	  alleen	  het	  Syrische	  origineel	  vonden,	  maar	  eveneens	  een	  Sogdische	  vertaling	  (voor	  de	  uitgave	  van	  de	  Syrische	  tekst	  en	  de	  Engelse	  vertaling,	  zie	  appendix).	  Gedetailleerd	  onderzoek	  van	  de	  overlevering	  van	  de	  manuscripten	  van	  de	   bestaande	  werken,	  maakte	   het	  mogelijk	   een	   aantal	   tot	   nu	   toe	   onbekende	  handschriften	  te	  identificeren	  en	  eveneens	  de	  textuele	  transmissie	  daarvan	  na	  te	   gaan,	   in	   tijdspanne	   voor	   de	   periode	   tussen	   de	   10e	   en	   de	   20e	   eeuw	   en	  geografisch	  in	  het	  gebied	  tussen	  Egypte	  en	  Turfan.	  De	  aanwezigheid	   van	  werken	   van	   Simeon	   (in	   de	   vorm	  van	   volledige	  kopieën	   van	   handschriften	   of	   slechts	   als	   fragmenten	   of	   samenvattingen)	   in	  enkele	  tientallen	  handschriften	  gesteld	  in	  het	  Syrisch,	  Arabisch	  en	  Sogdisch	  is	  een	  duidelijke	  aanwijzing	  voor	  de	  populariteit	  van	  zijn	  geschriften.	  Deze	  was	  niet	   beperkt	   tot	   zijn	   eigen	   Oost-­‐‑Syrische	   traditie,	   maar	   betrof	   ook	   andere	  christelijke	   gemeenschappen,	   zoals	   de	   Syrisch-­‐‑orthodoxe	   Kerk	   of	   de	   Rum-­‐‑orthodoxe	  Kerk.	  Daar	  komt	  nog	  bij	  dat	  het	  boek	  der	  genade	  in	  het	  corpus	  van	  werken	  van	  Isaac	  van	  Niniveh	  terecht	  kwam,	  dat	  uiteindelijk	  vertaald	  werd	  in	  het	  Arabisch	  en	  op	  die	  manier	  ook	  bij	  in	  een	  Koptisch	  milieu	  circuleerde.	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Deze	  studie	  is	  een	  omvattende	  benadering	  van	  het	  corpus	  van	  geschriften	  van	  Simeon.	  De	  behaalde	  resultaten	  kunnen	  dienen	  als	  de	  basis	  voor	  een	  kritische	  editie	  van	  de	  betrokken	  werken.	  Bovendien	  laat	  deze	  studie	  zien	  hoezeer	  de	  nauwe	  bestudering	  van	  de	  handschriftelijke	  traditie	  nieuwe	  informatie	  kan	  opleveren.	  Paradigmatisch	  geeft	  deze	  informatie	  over	  de	  transmissie	  van	  de	  Syrische	  literatuur	  en	  is	  het	  een	  voorbeeld	  van	  sommige	  mogelijke	  vertakkingen	  die	  kunnen	  plaatsvinden	  in	  de	  loop	  van	  de	  lange	  geschiedenis	  van	  een	  bepaalde	  tekst.	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Summary	  	   The	  thesis	  sets	  out	  to	  study	  the	  life	  and	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	  a	  7th	  century	  monastic	  author	  belonging	  to	  the	  (so-­‐‑called	  Nestorian)	  Church	  of	  the	  East	  and	  living	  in	  what	  is	  today	  south-­‐‑west	  Iran.	  Proceeding	  from	  the	  analysis	  of	  the	  ancient	  reports	  about	  Šemʿōn	  (chapter	  1),	  the	  examination	  moves	  to	  the	  exploration	  of	  the	  extant	  works	  as	  preserved	  in	  various	  manuscripts	  (chapters	  2-­‐‑4).	   The	   study	   aims	   to	   propose	   solid-­‐‑based	   answers	   to	   a	   number	   of	  unsolved	  questions	  that	  surround	  the	  author.	  Firstly,	  was	  it	  one	  and	  the	  same	  person	  who	  composed	   two	  monastic	   treatises	   and	  a	   scientific	  medical	  work,	  which	  a	  superficial	  reading	  of	  the	  ancient	  reports	  would	  suggest?	  Next,	  who	  was	  the	  real	  author	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace,	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  or	  his	  contemporary,	  the	  better-­‐‑known	  East-­‐‑Syrian	  mystic	  author	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh?	  An	   examination	   of	   the	   biographic	   account	   about	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  demonstrates	  that	  he	  was	  a	  monastic	  author	  active	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  7th	  century	  and	  was	  a	  member	  of	  the	  monastery	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr.	  The	  association	  with	  that	  monastery	  does	  not	   seem	  to	  be	  coincidental	  but	   rather	  allows	   to	  see	  Šemʿōn	  involved	  in	  the	  intellectual	  monastic	  network	  that	  included	  also	  Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā	  and	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  the	  leading	  monastic	  writers	  of	  the	  period.	  The	  extension	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  name	  (d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh)	  must	  be	  considered	  as	  related	  to	  the	  title	  of	  a	  work	  ascribed	  to	  him,	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  (ktābā	  d-­‐‑ṭaibūtā).	  The	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  show	   his	   command	   of	   secular	   learning,	   particularly	   of	   medicine.	   His	   keen	  interest	   in	  medical	  knowledge	  resulted	   in	   the	   fact	   that	  he	  was	  attributed	   the	  nickname	  Luke	   after	   the	  apostle	  with	   this	   name.	  However,	   contrary	   to	  what	  some	   accounts	   purport	   to	   tell,	   Šemʿōn	   was	   most	   probably	   never	   a	   medical	  practitioner	  nor	  a	  real	  medical	  scholar.	  Based	  on	  a	  number	  of	  documents,	  one	  can	  argue	  that	  at	  least	  by	  the	  10th	  century	  took	  place	  a	  confusion	  of	  two	  authors:	  a	  monastic	  author,	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	  and	  another	  Syriac,	  medical,	  author,	  who	  lived	   later	   and	   authored	   some	   kind	   of	   a	   medical	   encyclopedia	   that	   was	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translated	   into	   Arabic	   and	   enjoyed	   popularity	   in	   the	   early	   period	   of	   the	  development	   of	   Arabic	  medicine.	   The	  widely	   held	   belief	   that	   a	   great	   deal	   of	  medical	   references	   and	   quotations	   in	   the	   works	   of	   various	   later	   authors,	  particularly,	   in	   the	   Kitāb	   al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	   of	   al-­‐‑Rāzī	   go	   back	   to	   Šemʿōn,	   has	   to	   be	  abandoned.	  Out	  of	  five	  known	  works	  that	  Šemʿōn	  composed	  only	  one	  is	  lost	  to	  us,	  the	   Life	   of	   Mār	   Gani.	   Three	   others	   were	   known	   earlier	   (Homily	   on	   the	  
Consecration	  of	  the	  Cell,	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  and	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace,	  of	  which	  we	  could	   demonstrate	   that	   the	   true	   author	   was	   Šemʿōn	   rather	   than	   Isaac	   of	  Nineveh),	  whereas	  the	  fourth	  one,	  the	  Profitable	  Councils,	  was	  discovered	  in	  the	  course	  of	  our	  research.	  It	  was	  possible	  to	  find	  not	  only	  the	  Syriac	  original	  of	  this	  work,	   	  but	  also	   its	  Sogdian	  version.	  For	   the	  edition	  of	   the	  Syriac	  original	  and	  English	  translation,	  see	  appendix.	  A	  detailed	  examination	  of	  the	  manuscript	  tradition	  of	  each	  of	  the	  extant	  works	  enabled	  us	  to	  identify	  previously	  unknown	  manuscript	  copies	  and	  also	  to	  trace	   the	   main	   trajectories	   of	   their	   textual	   transmission,	   temporarily	   in	   the	  period	   between	   the	   10th	   and	   20th	   century	   and	   geographically	   in	   the	   area	  between	  Egypt	  and	  Turfan	  in	  China.	  The	   presence	   Šemʿōn’s	   works	   (in	   the	   form	   of	   complete	   copies,	  fragments	   and	   extracts)	   in	   a	   few	   dozens	   of	  manuscripts	   in	   three	   languages,	  Syriac,	  Arabic	  and	  Sogdian,	  clearly	  documents	  the	  popularity	  of	  his	  works	  that	  was	  not	  limited	  to	  his	  own	  East	  Syriac	  tradition	  but	  reached	  also	  other	  Christian	  communities	  (Syrian	  Orthodox	  and	  Rum	  Orthodox).	  Furthermore,	  the	  Book	  of	  
Grace	   was	   included	   in	   the	   corpus	   of	   Isaac	   of	   Nineveh	   that	   was	   eventually	  translated	  into	  Arabic	  and	  thereby	  actively	  circulated	  in	  a	  Coptic	  milieu.	  The	  study	  embraces	  a	  comprehensive	  approach	  to	  the	  corpus	  of	  works	  of	  the	  author.	  The	  results	  achieved	  can	  serve	  as	  a	  foundation	  for	  the	  critical	  edition	  of	  the	  works	  involved.	  Moreover,	  the	  study	  displays	  how	  	  a	  close	  attention	  to	  the	  manuscript	   tradition	   can	   yield	   new	   information.	   Paradigmatically,	   it	   informs	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about	   the	   transmission	   of	   Syriac	   literature	   and	   exemplifies	   some	   possible	  ramifications	  that	  may	  take	  place	  in	  the	  course	  of	  a	  text’s	  long	  life.	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Abbreviations	  	  	  
M	  <number>	  -­‐‑	  one	  of	  the	  41	  text	  pieces	  (referred	  to	  as	  ‘chapters’	  throughout	  the	  present	  work)	  edited	  in	  Mingana	  1934.	  ‘Šemʿōn’s	  treatise’	  =	  a	  text	  of	  Šemʿōn	  of	  which	  M	  is	  only	  a	  part	  (see	  Chapter	  III)	  
A	  I	  –	  the	  work	  of	  Aḥūdemmēh,	  On	  the	  Composition	  of	  Man,	  edited	  in	  Nau	  1905.	  
A	   II	  –	   the	  work	  of	  Aḥūdemmēh,	  On	  the	  Composition	  of	  Man,	  edited	   in	  Chabot	  1943.	  
A	   III	  –	   the	  work	  of	  Aḥūdemmēh	  From	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine,	  edited	  in	  Chabot	  1943.	  BG	  –	  Book	  of	  Grace	  Isaac	  IV	  –	  the	  Fourth	  Part	  of	  a	  four-­‐‑volume	  Arabic	  corpus	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  	  	  
A	  Note	  about	  Transliterations	  and	  Translations	  
	  This	  study	  follows	  the	  simplified	  but	  widely	  accepted	  transliteration	  system	  of	  the	  Deutsche	  Morgenländische	  Gesellschaft.	  When	  appropriate,	  proper	  names	  are	  reproduced	  according	  to	  the	  normal	  English	  usage	  but	  consistency	  was	  not	  always	  possible.	  All	  the	  translations	  from	  Syriac	  and	  Arabic	  are	  mine,	  unless	  otherwise	  stated.	  The	  translations	  were	  produced	  with	  the	  aim	  to	  facilitate	  a	  reader	  to	  follow	  the	  argument	  and	  thus	  tend	  to	  be	  literal.	  However,	  a	  reader	  may	  notice	  a	  variation	  in	  the	  way	  a	  particular	  monastic	  concept	  is	  being	  translated.	  This	  is	  due	  to	  the	  particular	   context	   in	   which	   a	  word	   is	   employed	   and	   to	   the	   development	   of	  monastic	  terminology.	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 1 
Introduction	  	   The	  works	  of	  the	  ancient	  authors	  as	  a	  rule	  reach	  us	  in	  the	  form	  that	  is	  often	  very	  different	  from	  how	  the	  texts	  looked	  like	  at	  the	  time	  they	  were	  created.	  This	  can	  all	  the	  more	  be	  applied	  to	  those	  authors	  who	  were	  writing	  in	  the	  Syriac	  language.	  In	  the	  course	  of	  time	  many	  manuscripts	  got	  lost	  so	  that	  today	  we	  only	  have	  access	  to	  an	  incomplete	  part	  of	  the	  corpus	  of	  a	  particular	  author.	  Morevoer,	  when	  the	  texts	  survived	  we	  have	  to	  face	  the	  difficulty	  that	  they	  possibly	  were	  changed	  or	  interpolated	  by	  later	  readers	  or	  scribes.	  It	   is	   in	   a	   way	   a	   miracle	   that	   we	   at	   all	   can	   enjoy	   reading	   the	   texts	  produced	  at	  the	  dawn	  of	  the	  Syriac	  literature.	  Many	  manuscripts	  disappeared	  for	  ever	  and	  many	  texts	  will	  not	  ever	  be	  read.	  Nevertheless,	  the	  extant	  Syriac	  manuscripts	   grant	   invaluable	   access	   to	   a	   large	   number	   of	   works	   of	   Syriac	  authors.	  The	  Syriac	  texts	  were	  copied	  over	  centuries	  and	  the	  manuscripts	  were	  looked	  after	  in	  the	  monasteries.	  Despite	  this,	  the	  manuscripts	  suffered	  damage	  and	  the	  texts	  underwent	  various	  interferences.	  	  Thus,	  while	  trying	  to	  study	  the	  literary	  heritage	  of	  a	  particular	  Syriac	  author	   one	   has	   to	   approach	   the	   task	   from	   different	   sides.	   First	   of	   all,	   it	   is	  necessary	   to	   collect	   the	   information	   about	   his	   works	   as	   documented	   in	  secondary	   prosopographic	  and	  historiographic	   sources.	   Secondly,	   one	   has	   to	  search	   for	   the	   extant	   manuscripts,	   be	   it	   in	   complete	   or	   fragmentary	   form.	  Thirdly,	  one	  should	  verify	  if	  there	  are	  texts	  transmitted	  anonymously	  or	  with	  attribution	  to	  a	  different	  author	  that	  can	  be	  nevertheless	  assigned	  to	  the	  author	  under	  consideration.	  Fourth,	  one	  needs	  to	  study	  the	  transmission	  history	  of	  the	  text	  in	  order	  to	  be	  able	  to	  discern	  if	  the	  text	  form	  we	  have	  at	  our	  disposal	  was	  ever	  modified.	  And	  last	  but	  not	  least,	  one	  should	  not	  forget	  that	  the	  text	  might	  have	  been	  translated	  into	  Arabic,	  but	  also	  into	  such	  less	  expected	  languages	  as	  Armenian,	  Georgian	  or	  Sogdian,	  to	  name	  just	  a	  few.	  This	  complex	  of	  tasks	  can	  be	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 2 
considered	  as	  a	  foundation	  for	  a	  prospective	  critical	  edition.	  It	  is	  in	  this	  vein	  that	  the	  present	  study	  was	  conceived	  and	  carried	  out.	  Hence,	  the	  chief	  task	  of	  the	  present	  thesis	  is	  to	  implement	  a	  thorough	  research	   of	   the	   literary	   corpus	   of	   works	   of	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	   and	   its	  transmission	   history.	   The	   study	   implies	  a	   quest	   for	   the	  manuscript	   evidence	  attesting	  the	  direct	  transmission,	  quotations	  in	  other	  sources	  and	  translations	  in	  other	  languages.	  On	  the	  one	  hand,	  it	  will	  be	  necessary	  to	  verify	  if	  a	  given	  text	  attributed	  to	  Šemʿōn	  is	  indeed	  an	  authentic	  one	  or	  not	  and	  if	  its	  available	  text	  form	   is	  original.	  On	   the	  other	  hand,	   it	  will	  be	  explored	   if	   some	   texts	   that	  are	  either	  attributed	   to	  other	  authors	  or	   transmitted	  anonymously	  can	   in	   fact	  be	  attributed	   to	   Šemʿōn.	   Special	   attention	   will	   be	   paid	   to	   the	   character	   of	   the	  manuscript	  transmission	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  works.	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  was	  a	  monk	  of	  the	  Church	  of	  the	  East	  and	  most	  likely	  spent	  his	  entire	  life	  in	  the	  region	  of	  south-­‐‑west	  Iran	  during	  the	  7th	  century.	  He	  must	  have	  belonged	  to	  the	  intellectual	  movement	  within	  the	  monasticism	  of	  the	  Church	  of	  the	  East	  along	  with	  another	  representative	  of	  the	  same	  tradition,	  Isaac	  of	   Nineveh,	   with	   whom	   he	   might	   have	   been	   even	   personally	   acquainted.	  However,	  what	  makes	   the	  case	  of	   the	   literary	  heritage	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  special	   is	   his	   twofold	   profile.	   On	   the	   one	   hand,	   he	  was	   an	   intellectual	  monk	  deeply	   rooted	   in	   the	   Antiochene	   theology	   and	   mystical	   asceticism	   tightly	  connected	  to	  the	  Greek	  monastic	  and	  patristic	  tradition.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  he	  appears	  to	  be	  known	  (particularly	  by	  the	  later	  tradition)	  as	  a	  physician	  whose	  works	  were	  available	   to	  Medieval	   Islamic	  medical	   scholars	   and	   through	   that	  channel	  even	  reached	  Europe	  in	  Latin	  disguise.	  This	  somewhat	  contradictory	  picture	  was	   accepted	   by	   some	  modern	   scholars	   due	   to	   the	   fact	   that	   the	   two	  components	   that	   we	   find	   united	   in	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	   namely	   intellectual	  monasticism	  and	  medical	   science,	  were	   indeed	  of	   central	   significance	  for	   the	  Church	  of	  the	  East	  at	  that	  period.	  In	  other	  words,	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  is	  often	  depicted	  as	  a	  monk-­‐‑scholar	  of	  the	  type	  that,	  according	  to	  scholarship,	  must	  have	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 3 
existed	  in	  the	  Church	  of	  the	  East.	  A	  closer	  look	  into	  the	  matter	  allows	  to	  ascertain	  that	  this	  picture	  is	  somehow	  defective	  and	  should	  be	  adjusted.	  	  The	  thesis	  consists	  of	  four	  chapters	  and	  one	  appendix.	  The	  first	  chapter	  deals	  with	  historical	  information	  about	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  The	  second	  chapter	  discusses	  smaller	  works	  written	  by	  Šemʿōn.	  The	   third	  chapter	  embarks	  on	  a	  study	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine.	  The	  fourth	  chapter	  is	  devoted	  to	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace.	  The	  Appendix	  provides	  an	  edition	  and	  translation	  of	  the	  newly	  found	  text	  by	  Šemʿōn,	  the	  Profitable	  Counsels.	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Chapter	  I.	  Biographical	  information	  about	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑
Ṭaibūtēh	  	  
1.	  First	  account	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  	  In	  the	  second	  part	  of	  the	  Ecclesiastical	  Chronicle	  of	  Bar	   Ebrōyō	  (1225/6–1286)1,	  which	  is	  devoted	  to	  the	  history	  of	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  Church	  and	  of	  the	  Church	  of	  the	  East	  in	  the	  former	  Persian	  territories2,	  the	  author	  provides	  some	  valuable	  details	  concerning	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh3.	  	  	  
!"#̈%&ܗ ܐ*&+,,  ܘ . ܗܘ/ 012#ܢ 4"5#ܬܗ. ܗ89 
ܐ:"9 ܗܘ/ %"&ܪ<. ܘܪ=̣? @Aܘ!B< ܕܕ*B*#ܬ/. 
ܘܐD&̣ܒ D&!9 FG ܕ*B*#ܬ/ ܘ!H? D&!I 
ܐܬJBܝ. 
In	   his	   days	   lived	   Šemʿōn	   Ṭaibūtēh,	   who	  was	   an	   excellent	   physician	   and	   was	  devoted	   to	   the	  monastic	   way	   of	   life.	   He	  wrote	  a	  book	  on	  monasticism	  and	  he	  was	  named	  after	  the	  title	  of	  his	  book.	  	  The	  passage	  in	  question	  can	  be	  found	  in	  the	  section	  about	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  maphrian	  Abraham,	  who	  is	  believed	  to	  have	  held	  his	  post	  for	  a	  short	  period	  from	  684	  till	  685.	  However,	  the	  reader4	  is	  most	  likely	  being	  referred	  not	  to	  the	  time	  of	  the	  activity	  of	  the	  maphrian,	  but	  to	  that	  of	  the	  Catholicos	  of	  the	  
                                                                                                                1	  On	  this	  work	  by	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō,	  see	  Witakowski	  2006.	  2	  Teule	  stresses	  that	  ‘Barhebraeus	  is	  the	  first	  West	  Syrian	  author	  who	  was	  systematically	  interested	  in	  the	  history	  of	  the	  Church	  of	  the	  East,	  abandoning	  the	  perspective	  of	  his	  own	  community’	  (Teule	  2005,	   p.	   336).	  For	  another	  example	  of	   the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	   ‘interpretation’	  of	   the	   history	  of	   the	  Church	  of	  the	  East,	  see	  Gero	  1975	  and	  Witakowski	  1993.	  3	  Abbeloos	  /	  Lamy,	  1877,	  col.	  139	  (Syr.),	  col.	  140	  (Lat.).	   	  4	  A	  reference	  to	  a	  contemporary	  Catholicos	  in	  this	  context	  seems	  to	  be	  quite	  natural	  (rather	  than	  to	  a	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  maphrian),	  especially	  if	  we	  assume	  that	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  was	  following	  East	  Syriac	  source(s)	  for	  the	  presentation	  of	  the	  ecclesiastical	  leaders	  of	  the	  Church	  of	  the	  East.	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Church	  of	  the	  East	  Ḥnanīšōʿ	  I	  (685/6–699/700)5.	  The	  account	  concerning	  him	  precedes	  the	  quoted	  passage.	  Following	  his	  approach,	  while	  providing	  historical	   information	  about	  the	  history	  of	  the	  Church	  of	  the	  East,	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  was	  drawing	  upon	  available	  (historiographic)	   sources6.	   Given	   the	   apparently	   unbiased	   character	   of	   the	  historical	  presentation	  of	  the	  Church	  of	  the	  East7,	  one	  readily	  assumes	  that	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  had	  access	  to	  original	  East	  Syriac	  historiographic	  sources	  rather	  than	  to	  Syrian	   Orthodox	   ones8.	   Would	   it	   still	   not	   be	   possible	   to	   identify	   the	   text(s)	  available	   to	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	   for	  his	  historical	  presentation	  of	   the	  Church	  of	  East,	  even	  though	  he	  himself	  does	  not	  specify	  those?	  This	  task	  is	  naturally	  far	  from	  being	  straightforward	  and	  easy	  to	  implement	  for	  several	  reasons.	  Firstly,	  the	  historical	  narration	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  is	  very	  concise	  and	  provides	  only	  the	  basic	  information	  about	  the	  main	  events	  that	  occurred	  during	  the	  period	  of	  service	  of	  the	  Catholicoi	  of	  the	  Church	  of	  East9.	  Secondly,	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  East	  Syriac	  sources	   suffered	   dramatically	   from	   the	   vicissitudes	   of	   history	   and	  what	   has	  survived	   is	   just	   a	   handful	   of	   texts	   compared	   to	   what	   had	   once	   existed.	  Nevertheless,	  Witold	  Witakowski	   argued	   recently	   that	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	  drew	   the	  information	  about	   the	  Church	  of	   the	  East	  mainly	   from	  the	  so-­‐‑called	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑
Maǧdal,	   an	   East	   Syriac	   theological	   encyclopaedia	   of	   11th/12th	   century	  with	   a	  tangled	  textual	  history10.	  A	  recourse	  to	  the	  published	  part	  of	  the	  book	  does	  not	  
                                                                                                                5	  There	  is	  no	  agreement	  concerning	  the	  period	  of	  his	  rule.	  I	  follow	  the	  chronology	  proposed	  in	  Fiey	  1993,	  p.	  27.	  6	  On	  a	  common	  method	  of	  Bar	   Ebrōyō	  (epitomization	  and	  compilation),	  see	  Takahashi	  2005,	  pp.	  94-­‐‑96.	  Cf.	  the	  assessments	  of	  the	  approach	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  to	  his	  historiographic	  sources:	  ‘Elle	  montre,	  par	  ailleurs,	  sa	  méthode,	  qui	  consiste	  à	  reproduire	  assez	  fidèlement	  (moyennant	  certaines	  retouches	  volontaires)	  ses	  prédécesseurs,	  sans	  signaler	  le	  fait’	  (Samir	  2003,	  p.	  594),	  ‘La	  dépendance	  à	  l’égard	  de	  son	  modèle	  est	  trop	  forte	  pour	  que	  l’on	  puisse	  créditer	  le	  prélat	  syriaque	  d’une	  démarche	  qui	  lui	  soit	  propre’	  (Micheau	  2005,	  p.	  280).	  7	  On	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō’s	  personal	  contribution,	  see	  Hage	  2007.	  8	  In	   the	  first	  part	  of	  the	  Chronicle	   that	  deals	  with	   the	  history	  of	   the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  Church,	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  relied	  upon	  various	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  sources	  (Witakowski	  2006,	  pp.	  72–73).	  9	  Unfortunately,	  Hage	  (Hage	  2007)	  does	  not	  deal	  with	  the	  issue	  of	  the	  sources	  used	  by	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  for	   the	   presentation	   of	   the	   ecclesiastical	   succession	   of	   the	   Church	   of	   the	   East.	   Teule	   only	  acknowledges	  the	  fact	  of	  the	  use	  of	  original	  East	  Syriac	  source	  material	  without	  further	  specification	  (Teule	  2005,	  pp.	  336–337).	  10	  Only	  a	  smaller	  part	  of	  the	  text	  is	  published	  (Gismondi	  1896–1899).	  For	  the	  problems	  related	  to	  the	  textual	  transmission	  of	  the	  work,	  see	  Holmberg	  1993.	  Cf.	  the	  conclusion	  of	  Witakowski:	   ‘This	  [Liber	  Turris]	  is	  BE’s	  basic	  source’	  (Witakowski	  2006,	  p.	  73).	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help	  to	  find	  a	  corresponding	  place.	  Since	  the	  text	  of	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Maǧdal	  remains	  not	  fully	  published,	   the	  verification	  of	  a	  possible	  dependance	  on	   that	   text	   for	   the	  present	  passage	  needs	  to	  be	  postponed.	  When	  the	  text	  becomes	  available,	  it	  will	  be	   possible	   to	   verify	  whether	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	   indeed	  borrowed	   the	   information	  about	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  in	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Maǧdal11.	  Nevertheless,	  what	  is	  of	  great	  value	  for	  the	  present	  study,	   is	  that	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō’s	  testimony	  on	  Šemʿōn’s	  authorship	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  bears	  a	  clear	  indication	  that	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  drew	  this	  information	  from	  an	  East	  Syriac	  source.	  Namely,	  as	  we	  will	  see	  below,	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  provides	  in	  his	  Ethicon	  a	  number	  of	  citations	  from	  this	  text	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  Each	  time,	  however,	  the	  text	  is	  attributed	  not	  to	  Šemʿōn,	  but	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh12.	  This	  fact	  does	  not	  appear	  to	  be	  strange	  if	  we	  take	  into	  consideration	  that	  all	  extant	  complete	  manuscripts	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  
Grace	  are	  of	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  provenance	  and	  in	  all	  of	  them	  the	  text	  is	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  Thus,	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō,	  while	  writing	  the	  Ethicon,	  had	  access	  to	  one	  of	   the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript	   copies	  of	   the	  Book	  of	  Grace	   that	  was	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  Consequently,	  we	  may	  imply	  that	  the	  text	  of	  the	  
Book	  of	  Grace	  was	  not	  available	  to	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  with	  its	  authentic	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn.	  It	   is	  therefore	  safe	  to	  conclude	  that	  while	  stating	  in	  the	  Ecclesiastical	  
Chronicle	   that	   Šemʿōn	  was	   an	   author	   of	   the	  Book	   of	   Grace,	   Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	  was	  relying	  not	  on	  his	  personal	  awareness	  of	  this	  attribution	  (as	  could	  be	  found	  in	  the	  manuscripts,	   for	   example),	   but	   rather	   on	   his	   East	   Syriac	   historiographic	  source,	   which	   had	   retained	   the	   fact	   of	   the	   original	   attribution	   of	   the	   text	   to	  Šemʿōn	  	  Having	  established	  that	  the	  given	  account	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  is	  based	  on	  an	  East	  Syriac	  source(s),	  one	  can	  make	  at	  least	  two	  important	  deductions.	  The	  first	  is	  that	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  source	  which	  was	  available	  to	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  Šemʿōn	  was	  considered	   as	   the	   author	   of	   the	   Book	   of	   Grace	   (after	  which	   he	   received	   his	  
                                                                                                                11	  For	  a	  concise	  presentation	  of	  the	  extant	  Syriac	  historiographic	  sources,	  see	  Brock	  1979/80	  and	  Teule	  2005.	  12	  See	  Chapter	  IV.	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nickname).	  Secondly,	  Šemʿōn	  was	  depicted	  in	  that	  East	  Syriac	  historiographic	  source	  as	  both	  a	  physician	  and	  a	  monk.	  The	   first	   deduction	   can	   be	   confirmed	   further	   on	   the	   basis	   of	   extant	  evidence	  about	  the	  literary	  heritage	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  As	  it	  will	  be	  demonstrated	  below	  in	   Chapter	   IV,	   one	   of	   the	   works	   written	   by	   Šemʿōn	   was	   the	   Book	   of	   Grace.	  Although	  all	  the	  manuscripts	  containing	  the	  complete	  text	  identify	  its	  author	  as	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  there	  is	  some	  sound	  evidence	  that	  allows	  us	  to	  argue	  in	  favour	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  authorship13.	  Thus,	  given	  the	  dependence	  on	  East	  Syriac	  sources,	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō’s	  account	  offers	  a	  testimony	  of	  extreme	  importance	  for	  considering	  the	  authorship	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace.	  In	  particular,	  his	  testimony	  is	  a	  clear	  witness	  to	  the	  genuine	  authorship	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  The	   second	   deduction	   requires	   some	   clarification.	   The	   reason	   for	  doubting	  its	  reliability	  is	  the	  very	  contents	  of	  the	  statement.	  Namely,	  we	  see	  that	  what	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  says	  is	  that	  Šemʿōn	  was	  not	  only	  a	  monk	  and	  an	  author	  of	  a	  monastic	   treatise	   (this	  part	   requires	  no	   further	  proof),	   but	  also	  an	   ‘excellent	  physician’	   (asyā	   myātrā).	   What	   does	   Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	   mean	   when	   he	   says	   that	  Šemʿōn	   was	   a	   physician?	   Apparently,	   it	   means	   that	   Šemʿōn	   was	   a	   medical	  practitioner.	  Or,	  following	  another	  possible	  meaning	  of	  the	  same	  word,	  asyā,	  in	  the	  Syriac	  milieu,	  he	  was	  a	  medical	  scholar	  who	  produced	  either	  translations	  of	  Greek	  medical	  treatises	  (e.g.	  of	  Galen),	  or	  his	  own	  original	  works	  dealing	  with	  some	   particular	   aspects	   of	   the	   medical	   science,	   like	   anatomy,	   physiology,	  therapy,	   pharmacology,	   etc.	  Do	  we	  have	   a	   proof	   for	   any	   of	   the	   two	  possible	  activities	   in	   the	   case	   of	   Šemʿōn?	   As	   the	   following	   examination	   will	  demonstrate14,	   Šemʿōn	  can	  safely	  be	  considered	  as	  a	  monastic	  author	  with	  a	  keen	  interest	  in	  medicine	  who,	  having	  access	  to	  some	  relevant	  sources,	  made	  an	  attempt	   to	   integrate	   the	  medical	   science	   into	   his	   ascetic	   theory	   in	   a	   special	  treatise	   entitled	   the	   Book	   of	   Medicine.	   Hence,	   it	   well	   may	   be	   that	   Šemʿōn’s	  treatise	  and	  apparently	  close	  attention	  to	  medicine	  was	  not	  left	  unnoticed	  in	  the	  
                                                                                                                13	  And	  it	  is	  this	  position	  that	  is	  defended	  in	  the	  present	  work.	  14	  See	  Chapter	  III	  below.	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East	   Syriac	   historiographic	   tradition	  where	   he	  was	   recorded	   as	   a	   physician,	  although	  we	  should	  understand	  a	  specific	  meaning	  of	   the	   term	  as	  applied	   to	  Šemʿōn.	  	  There	   is	   however	   another	   possibility	   that	  may	   account	   for	   Šemʿōn’s	  presentation	  as	  a	  physician.	  As	   it	  will	  be	  argued	   further	  on	   (Chapter	  III),	   the	  extant	   quotations	   of	   the	   spesifically	   medical	   character	   found	   in	   one	   Syriac	  source	  (Bar	  Bahlūl’s	  Lexicon)	  with	  an	  explicit	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  and	  in	  a	  few	  Arabic	  medical	  sources	  (with	  an	  attribution	  to	  a	  certain	  Šimʿūn)	  suggest	  that	  somewhere	  around	  the	  9th	  century	  an	  East	  Syriac	  medical	  scholar	  composed	   a	  medical	   encyclopaedia,	   the	   genre	   of	  medical	   literature	   that	  was	  widespread	  at	  that	  time.	  Most	  probably	  the	  author	  of	  this	  encyclopaedia,	  who	  is	  cited	  in	  the	  Arabic	  medical	  sources	  as	  Šimʿūn,	  is	  the	  same	  author	  quoted	  in	  Bar	  Bahlūl’s	  Lexicon,	  but	  there	  with	  the	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  There	  can	  be	  no	  doubt	  that	  the	  character	  of	  the	  quotations	  taken	  from	  that	  medical	  treatise	  is	  radically	  different	  from	  what	  one	  finds	  in	  the	  authentic	  extant	  texts	  of	  Šemʿōn	  (in	  which	   the	  use	  of	   the	  medical	  material	   is	  distinguished	  by	   its	  applied	  and	  derivative	  character).	  Since	  no	  additional	  information	  exists	  on	  that	  supposed	  author	  of	  the	  9th	  century,	  it	  is	  only	  hypothetically	  that	  one	  can	  explain	  the	  way	  in	  which	  two	  persons	  were	  confused	  in	  the	  posterior	  East	  Syriac	  tradition.	  It	  seems,	   however,	   that	   this	   confusion	   occurred	   rather	   early,	   for	   it	   is	   already	  reflected	  as	  early	  as	   in	  the	  10th	  century	  (as	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  Lexicon	  of	  Bar	  Bahlūl),	  and	  it	  is	  likely	  that	  the	  East	  Syriac	  historiographic	  source	  available	  to	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  presents	  the	  same	  confusion	  of	  the	  two	  authors.	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2.	  Second	  account	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	   mentions	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	   also	   in	   the	   list	   of	   Syriac	  physicians	  in	  his	  Civil	  Chronicle15:	  	  	  
The	  second	  account	  provided	  by	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	  is	  closely	  related	  to	  the	  issue	  discussed	  above	  concerning	  Šemʿōn’s	  medical	  activity.	  However,	  in	  order	  to	  be	  able	   to	  discern	   if	   this	  account	  of	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	  can	  be	   indeed	  applied	   to	  Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	   rather	   than	   to	   a	   later	   medical	   author,	   it	   is	   necessary	   to	  analyze	  it.	  The	  given	  passage	  purports	  to	  provide	  a	  list	  of	  Syriac	  scholars	  who	  were	  active	   in	   the	   field	   of	  medicine.	  One	  can	   immediately	   recognize	   the	   two	  most	  significant	  exponents,	  namely	  Sergius	  of	  Rēšʿainā	  (d.	  536)	  and	  Ḥunain	  b.	  Isḥāq	  (d.	   873),	   who	   represent	   the	   two	   mains	   periods	   of	   the	   history	   of	   the	   Syriac	  
                                                                                                                15	  Bedjan	  1890,	  p.	  57	  (Syr.).	  16	  Budge’s	  translation	  is	  misleading:	  ‘And	  there	  existed	  excellent	  Syrian	  physicians	  […]	  and	  Simon	  the	  monk,	  whose	  goodness	  is	  well	  known’	  (Budge	  1932,	  pp.	  56–57).	  To	  the	  best	  of	  my	  knowledge,	  the	  mistranslation	  was	  for	  the	  first	  time	  corrected	  in	  Bernhard	  1969,	  pp.	  84–85	  n.	  113).	  
ܘܗܘܘ ܐܦ :#M*"9 ܐ:#̈ܬ/ %"&M<. ܐDN89 
ܕ:BO"P ܪ02"Q"9. ܕܗܘ JA%"9 ܐF5B D&!̈9 
R"ST#R"̈9 ܘܐ:""̈9 %̣U *#8"9 @T#ܪ*"9. ܘܐ4Q#ܣ 
ܐ%A*9 ܘR"SWB*#ܣ ܘ012#ܢ ܕ*B*9 ܕ%&*Aܥ 
ܕ4"5#ܬܗ ܘOB*W#ܪ*#ܣ ܐRTY#R9 
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And	   there	   existed	   also	   excellent	   Syriac	  physicians,	  like	  Sergius	  of	  Rešʿainā	  (who	  for	  the	  first	  time	  translated	  philosophical	  and	  medical	  texts	  from	  Greek	  into	  Syriac),	  ʾAṭnōs	   of	   Amida,	   Phīlagriōs,	   Šemʿōn	   the	  monk	  (who	  is	  also	  known	  as	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh),	  Gregory	   the	   bishop,	   Theodosius	   the	  patriarch,	  the	  excellent	  Ḥunain	  ibn	  Isḥāq	  and	  [there	  were	  also]	  many	  other	  Syriac	  [physicians]	   after	   them	   and	   till	   the	  present	  day16.	  However,	  Ahrōn	  the	  priest	  was	   not	   a	   Syrian,	   but	   [his	   work]	   was	  translated	   by	   certain	   Gōsyōs	   the	  Alexandrian	  from	  Greek	  into	  Syriac.	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medical	   tradition.	   The	   former	   is	   commended	   for	   having	   for	   the	   first	   time	  translated	  into	  Syriac	  the	  seminal	  works	  of	  Galen,	  whereas	  the	  latter	  is	  better	  known	  as	  a	  leading	  translator	  of	  the	  Greek-­‐‑Arabic	  translation	  movement	  of	  the	  9th	  century.	  Is	  it	  possible	  to	  identify	  other	  authors?	  ʾAṭnōs	  of	  Amida17	  should	  be	  identified	  with	  Aetios	  of	  Amida	  (6th	  c.),	  a	  Greek	  medical	  scholar	  who	  studied	  in	  Alexandria	  and	  was	  a	  chief	  doctor	  at	  the	  court	  of	  Justinian	  I.	  He	  wrote	  a	  medical	  encyclopedia	  in	  16	  books	  dealing	  with	  practical	   advices	   and	   prescriptions,	  many	   of	   his	  works	  were	   translated	   into	  Arabic,	  but	  none	  of	  them	  survives.	  Phīlagriōs18	   is	   most	   probably	   identical	   with	   Philagrius,	   who	   was	   a	  doctor	  from	  Epirus	  (3rd	  –4th	  c.	  CE).	  He	  was	  a	  physician	  in	  Thessaloniki	  and	  was	  the	  author	  of	  more	  than	  70	  books.	  He	  is	  often	  cited	  by	  later	  authors,	  especially	  in	  Arabic.	  None	  of	  his	  works	  in	  Greek	  or	  in	  Arabic	  are	  extant.	  Bishop	  Gregory	  can	  hardly	  be	  identified	  with	  any	  degree	  of	  certainty	  as	  there	  exist	  no	  information	  about	  a	  medical	  author	  with	  such	  a	  name.	  Aphram	  Barsoum	  assumed	   that	  Gregory	  might	  have	   lived	   in	   the	  8th	   century19,	  but	  no	  proof	  can	  be	  provided	  in	  support	  of	  this	  conjecture.	  	  The	   Syrian	   Orthodox	   Patriarch	   Theodosius	   (d.	   896)20	   is	   known	   for	  having	  been	  a	  monk	  in	  the	  monastery	  of	  Qarṭamin	  and	  a	  physician.	  Apart	  from	  a	   few	   theological	   texts,	   he	   reportedly	   composed	   a	   medical	   encyclopedia	  (kunnāšā),	  no	  traces	  of	  which	  survived.	  An	   attempt	   to	   identify	   the	   authors	   listed	   by	   Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	   conveys	   a	  strange	  picture,	  for	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  introduces	  all	  of	  them	  as	  Syriac	  authors.	  This	  is	  of	  course	  the	  case	  as	  far	  as	  Sergius	  of	  Rēšʿainā,	  Patriarch	  Theodosius,	  Ḥunain	  (and	  maybe	  bishop	  Gregory)	  are	  concerned,	  but	  it	  is	  certainly	  not	  true	  for	  Aetios	  of	  Amida	  and	  Philagrius.	  How	  can	  one	  account	  for	  this	  imprecise	  account	  and,	  more	  precisely,	  for	  the	  inclusion	  on	  the	  list	  of	  two	  Greek	  authors?	  	  
                                                                                                                17	  Sezgin	  1970,	  pp.	  164–165,	  Ullmann	  1970,	  pp.	  84–85.	  18	  Ullmann	  1970,	  pp.	  79–81.	  19	  Barsoum	  2003,	  p.	  187.	  20	  Barsoum	  2003,	  pp.	  395–396,	  Baumstark	  1922,	  p.	  280.	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It	   goes	  without	   saying	   that	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō,	   being	   not	   only	   trained	   as	   a	  physician21,	  but	  having	  also	  composed	  a	  number	  of	  medical	  texts22,	  was	  clearly	  aware	  of	  the	  main	  Syriac	  (as	  well	  as	  Greek	  and	  Arabic)	  authorities	  in	  the	  field,	  and	   for	   that	   reason	  his	  account	  claims	   to	  be	   trustworthy.	  On	   the	  other	  hand,	  there	  are	  some	  aspects	  of	  this	  account	  which	  indicate	  that	  it	  was	  not	  written	  by	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  based	  on	  his	  own	  knowledge.	  It	  is	  highly	  unlikely	  that	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  –	   if	   he	   had	   indeed	   conceived	   to	  make	   a	   list	   of	   Syriac	   authors	   –	  would	   have	  included	  two	  Greek	  authors	  (Aetius	  of	  Amida	  and	  Philagrius)	  in	  it.	  	  This	  odd	  situation	  can	  fortunately	  be	  resolved	  thanks	  to	  a	  mention	  of	  those	  two	  Greek	  authors.	  In	  fact,	   today	  one	  is	  aware	  of	  absolutely	  no	  trace	  of	  Syriac	   translation	   of	  any	   texts	   of	   either	  Aetius	   of	  Amida,	   or	   of	   Philagrius.	  Of	  course,	   this	   silence	  might	   not	   correspond	   to	   the	   real	   situation,	   for	   there	  are	  (although	  very	  rare)	  examples	  of	  some	  Syriac	  texts	  that	  are	  not	  referred	  to	  in	  any	  other	  source.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  the	  works	  of	  both	  of	  them	  are	  known	  to	  be	  circulating	  in	  the	  Arabic	  medical	  tradition.	  This	  very	  fact	  readily	  suggests	  that	  Bar	   Ebrōyō,	  while	  listing	  the	  names	  of	  the	  Syriac	  medical	  authors,	  was	  following	  a	  certain	  Arabic	  source.	  It	  is,	  therefore,	  necessary	  to	  attribute	  the	  troublesome	  list	  of	  Syriac	  authors	  not	  to	  the	  bad	  knowledge	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  but	  to	  his	  Arabic	  source.	  Fortunately,	  as	  we	  will	  learn	  from	  the	  analysis	  of	  another	  account	  about	  Šemʿōn	  in	  the	  next	  section,	  there	  is	  evidence	  that	  assists	  us	  in	  getting	  closer	  to	  the	   source	   employed	   by	   Bar	   ʿEbrōyō.	   We	   need,	   therefore,	   to	   postpone	   the	  examination	   of	   the	   issue	  which	   of	   the	   two	   Šemʿōn(s)	   is	   implied	   in	   the	   given	  account	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō.	  	  	  	  
                                                                                                                21	  Takahashi	  2005,	  pp.	  53–55.	  22	  Takahashi	  2005,	  pp.	  85–88,	  Micheau	  2008.	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3.	  Account	  of	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  (d.	  1270)23	  was	  a	  physician	  and	  a	  bibliographer	  who	  studied	  under	  the	  most	  prominent	  medical	  scholar	  of	  his	  time,	  Ibn	  al-­‐‑Baiṭār.	  He	  practiced	  in	  the	  Nūrī	  hospital	  in	  Damascus	  and	  the	  Nāṣirī	  hospital	  in	  Cairo.	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  wrote	  different	  works	  on	  medicine,	  the	  most	  notable	  of	  which	  is	  his	  
ʿUyūn	  al-­‐‑anbāʾ	  fī	  ṭabaqāt	  al-­‐‑aṭibbāʾ,	  which	  is	  a	  collection	  of	  380	  biographies	  that	  are	  of	  great	  value	  for	  the	  history	  of	  pre-­‐‑Islamic	  and	  Islamic	  medical	  science.	  	  The	  name	  of	  Šemʿōn	  appears	  in	  a	  passage	  that	  can	  be	  found	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  sixth	  chapter	  of	  the	  book	  that	  deals	  with	   ‘the	  ranks	  of	  the	  Alexandrian	  doctors	  and	  their	  contemporaries	  from	  the	  Christian	  doctors	  and	  others’.	  The	  chapter	  provides	  information	  about	  late	  antique	  Alexandrian	  medical	  authors	  (5th–7th	  c.),	  who	  were	  active	  mostly	  in	  the	  field	  of	  commenting	  upon	  the	  treatises	  of	  Hippocrates	  and	  Galen,	  and	  who	  were	  responsible	  for	  establishing	  a	  canon	  of	  the	   works	   of	   the	   two	   medical	   authorities.	   Concluding	   the	   chapter,	   Ibn	   abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  purports	  to	  give	  a	  summarized	  presentation	  of	  the	  medical	  authors	  who	  were	  active	  during	  5th–7th	  century24:	  	   	  [1]وﻟﻼﺳﻜﻨﺪارﻧﻴﻴﻦ أﻳﻀﴼ ﺟﻮاﻣﻊ ﻛﺜﻴﺮة ﻓﻰ 
اﻟﻌﻠﻮم اﻟﺤﻜﻤﻴﺔ واﻟﻄﺐ،  ﻻﺳﻴﻤﺎ ﻟﻜﺘﺐ ﺟﺎﻟﻴﻨﻮس 
]وﺷﺮوﺣﺎﺗﻬﺎ[ ﻟﻜﺘﺐ أﺑﻘﺮاط.	   	  	  [2]ﻓﺄﻣﺎ اﻷﻃﺒﺎء اﻟﻤﺬﻛﻮرﻳﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺼﺎرى 
وﻏﻴﺮﻫﻢ ﻣﻤﻦ ﻛﺎن ﻣﻌﺎﺻﺮﴽ ﻫﺆﻻء اﻷﻃﺒﺎء 
اﻻﺳﻜﻨﺪراﻧﻴﻴﻦ، وﻗﺮﻳﺒﴼ ﻣﻦ أزﻣﻨﺘﻬﻢ: ﻓﻤﻨﻬﻢ: 
[1]	   And	   also	   from	   the	   Alexandrians25	  there	   are	   many	   compendia	   on	  philosophical	   sciences	   and	   medicine	  based	   on	   the	   books	   of	   Galen26	   and	   [his	  commentaries]	   on	   the	   books	   of	  Hippocrates.	  	  	  
                                                                                                                23	  Vernet	  2016.	  24	  I	  follow	  the	  edition	  ʿĀmir	  al-­‐‑Najjār	  1996,	  pp.	  384–385.	  25	  I.e.	  late	  Alexandrian	  medical	  school	  represented	  mainly	  by	  the	  works	  of	  Paul	  of	  Aegina	  of	  the	  7th	  century	  (Ullmann	  1970,	  pp.	  86–87)	  and	  John	  of	  Alexandria	  of	  ca.	  6th	  century	  (Ullmann	  1970,	  pp.	  89–91).	  26	  Greek	  medical	  writer	  (ca.	  129–199),	  whose	  works	  were	  considered	  as	  authoritative	  in	  the	  Arabic	  tradition	  (Ullmann	  1970,	  35–65,	  Sezgin	  1970,	  pp.	  68–140).	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ﺷﻤﻌﻮن اﻟﺮاﻫﺐ، اﻟﻤﻌﺮوف ﺑﻄﻴﺒﻮﻳﻪ. وأﻫﺮان 
اﻟﻘﺲ، ﺻﺎﺣﺐ اﻟﻜﻨﺎش، وأﻟﻒ ﻛﻨﺎﺷﻪ ﺑﺎﻟﺴﺮﻳﺎﻧﻴﺔ، 
وﻧﻘﻠﻪ ﻣﺎرﺳﺮﺟﻴﺲ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ. وﻫﻮ ﺛﻼﺛﻮن 
ﻣﻘﺎﻟﺔ، وزاد ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﺎرﺳﺮﺟﻴﺲ ﻣﻘﺎﻟﺘﻴﻦ. وﻳﻮﺣﻨﺎ 
ﺑﻦ ﺳﺮاﺑﻴﻮن، وﺟﻤﻴﻊ ﻣﺎ أﻟﻒ ﺳﺮﻳﺎﻧﻰ، وﻛﺎن واﻟﺪه 
ﺳﺮاﺑﻴﻮن ﻃﺒﻴﺒﴼ ﻣﻦ أﻫﻞ ﺑﺎﺟﺮﻣﻰ، وﺧﺮج وﻟﺪاه 
ﻃﺒﻴﺒﻴﻦ ﻓﺎﺿﻠﻴﻦ وﻫﻤﺎ ﻳﻮﺣﻨﺎ، وداود. وﻟﻴﻮﺣﻨﺎ ﺑﻦ 
ﺳﺮاﺑﻴﻮن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻜﺘﺐ: ﻛﻨﺎﺷﻪ اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮ اﺛﻨﺘﺎ ﻋﺸﺮة 
ﻣﻘﺎﻟﺔ، ﻛﻨﺎﺷﻪ اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮ ﺳﺒﻊ ﻣﻘﺎﻻت. وﻧﻘﻠﻪ 
اﻟﺤﺪﻳﺜﻰ اﻟﻜﺎﺗﺐ ﻷﺑﻰ اﻟﺤﺴﻦ ﺑﻦ ﻧﻔﻴﺲ اﻟﻤﺘﻄﺒﺐ، 
ﻓﻲ ﺳﻨﺔ ﺛﻤﺎن ﻋﺸﺮة وﺛﻼﺛﻤﺎﺋﺔ. وﻫﻮ أﺣﺴﻦ 
ﻋﺒﺎرة ﻣﻦ ﻧﻘﻞ اﻟﺤﺴﻦ ﺑﻦ اﻟﺒﻬﻠﻮل اﻷواﻧﻰ 
اﻟﻄﺒﺮﻫﺎﻧﻰ. وﻧﻘﻠﻪ أﻳﻀﴼ أﺑﻮ اﻟﺒﺸﺮ ﻣﺘ₋ﻰ. 	   	  	  	  [3]وﻣﻨﻬﻢ: أﻧﻄﻴﻠﺲ، وﺑﺮﻃﻼوس، وﺳﻨﺪﻫﺸﺎر، 
واﻟﻘﻬﻠﻤﺎن، وأﺑﻮ ﺟﺮﻳﺞ اﻟﺮاﻫﺐ، وأوراش، 
وﺑﻮﻳﻨﻮس اﻟﺒﻴﺮوﺗﻰ، وﺳﻴﻮرﺧﻨﺎ، وﻓﻼﻏﻮﺳﻮن، 
ﻋﻴﺴﻰ ﺑﻦ ﻗﺴﻄﻨﻄﻴﻦ، وﻳﻜﻨﻰ أﺑﺎ ﻣﻮﺳﻰ، وﻛﺎن 
ﻣﻦ ﺟﻤﻠﺔ أﻓﺎﺿﻞ اﻷﻃﺒﺎء، وﻟﻪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻜﺘﺐ: ﻛﺘﺎب 
اﻷدوﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻔﺮدة، ﻛﺘﺎب ﻓﻲ اﻟﺒﻮاﺳﻴﺮ وﻋﻼﺟﻬﺎ. 
وأرس، وﺳﺮﺟﺲ اﻟﺮأس ﻋﻴﻨﻰ، وﻫﻮ أول ﻣﻦ 
ﻧﻘﻞ ]ﻛﺘﺐ[ اﻟﻴﻮﻧﺎﻧﻴﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺎ ﻗﻴﻞ إﻟﻰ ﻟﻐﺔ 
[2]	   As	   for	   the	   noteworthy	   physicians	  from	  the	  Christians	  and	  others	  who	  were	  contemporaries	   to	   those	   Alexandrian	  physicians	   or	   close	   to	   their	   time,	   then	  among	   them	   should	   be	   mentioned:	  Šimʿūn	   the	  monk	   known	   as	   Ṭībawaih	   /	  Ṭaibūyah,	  Ahrān	  the	  priest27,	   the	  author	  of	  Compendium	  (he	  wrote	  it	  in	  Syriac	  and	  Mār	  Sarǧīs28	  translated	  it	  into	  Arabic;	  it	  is	  in	  thirty	  treatises	  and	  Mār	  Sarǧīs	  added	  to	   it	   two	   more	   treatises);	   Yūḥannā	   b.	  Sarābiyūn29	  (he	  wrote	  only	  in	  Syriac;	  his	  father	  was	  Sarābiyūn	  the	  Physician	  from	  the	  people	  of	  Bāǧarmā	  and	  his	  two	  sons	  became	   respected	   doctors	   and	   they	  are	  Yūḥannā	   and	   Dāʾūd).	   Yūḥannā	   b.	  Sarābiyūn	   wrote	   a	   Great	   Compendium	  (Kunnāš)	  in	  twelve	  treatises,	  and	  a	  Small	  
Compendium	  (which	  is	  the	  famous	  one)	  in	  seven	   treatises	   and	   al-­‐‑Ḥadīṯī	   al-­‐‑Kātib	  translated	   it	   for	   the	   physician	   Abī	   al-­‐‑Ḥasan	   b.	   Nafīs	   in	   the	   year	   318	   and	   this	  <translation>	   is	   better	   than	   that	   of	   al-­‐‑Ḥasan	  b.	  al-­‐‑Bahlūl	  al-­‐‑Awwānī	  al-­‐‑Ṭīrhānī;	  it	   was	   also	   translated	   by	   Abū	   al-­‐‑Bišr	  Mattā30.	  	  
                                                                                                                27	   Features	   also	   in	   preceding	   account	   of	   Bar	   ʿEbrōyō.	   Despite	   the	   data	   provided	   by	   the	   account	  (Ahron	  –	  Syriac	  author),	  modern	  scholars	  consider	  him	  a	  Greek	  author	  of	  the	  6th–7th	  century	  who	  lived	  in	  Alexandria	  and	  composed	  a	  medical	  encyclopedia	  in	  thirty	  books,	  numerous	  fragments	  of	  which	  survive	  in	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  and	  in	  other	  Arabic	  medical	  sources.	  28	  Arab.	  Mārsarǧīs,	  perhaps	  is	  a	  corrupted	  form	  of	  Māsarǧawaih,	  who	  is	  considered	  to	  be	  a	  Jewish	  physician	  and	  translator	  of	  uncertain	  identity	  (Sezgin	  1970,	  p.	  167).	  29	  A	  Syriac	  author	  of	  the	  9th	  century,	  who	  composed	  two	  medical	  compendia	  (large	  and	  small);	  the	  smal	  one	  is	  extant	  in	  fragments	  in	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  of	  al-­‐‑Rāzī	  (Sezgin	  1970,	  pp.	  240–242;	  Ullmann	  1970,	  pp.	  102–103,	  Pormann	  2004).	  30	  Mattā	  b.	  Yūnus	  (d.	  940),	  a	  translator	  and	  commentator	  on	  Aristotle.	  Nothing	  is	  known	  about	  his	  translations	  of	  b.	  Sarābiyūn.	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اﻟﺴﺮﻳﺎﻧﻴﻴﻦ، وﻛﺎن ﻓﺎﺿﻼ ًوﻟﻪ ﻣﺼﻨﻔﺎت ﻛﺜﻴﺮة ﻓﻲ 
اﻟﻄﺐ واﻟﻔﻠﺴﻔﺔ. وأﻃﻨﻮس اﻵﻣﺪى، ﺻﺎﺣﺐ 
اﻟﻜﻨﺎش اﻟﻤﻌﺮوف ﺑﺒﻘﻮﻗﻮﻳﺎ. وﻏﺮﻳﻐﻮرﻳﻮس 
ﺻﺎﺣﺐ اﻟﻜﻨﺎش. وأﻛﺜﺮ ﻛﺘﺐ ﻫﺆﻻء ﻣﻮﺟﻮدة. وﻗﺪ 
ﻧﻘﻞ اﻟﺮازي ﻛﺜﻴﺮﴽ ﻣﻦ ﻛﻼﻣﻬﻢ إﻟﻰ ﻛﻨﺎﺷﻪ اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮ 
اﻟﺠﺎﻣﻊ اﻟﻤﻌﺮوف ﺑﺎﻟﺤﺎوى.	  
	  [3]	   And	   among	   <the	   authors	   who	   lived	  around	   the	   time	   of	   the	   Alexandrian	  scholars>	   them	   Anṭīlas31,	   Barṭlāos32,	  Sandhšār33,	   al-­‐‑Qahlamān34,	   Abu	   Ǧuraiǧ	  the	  Monk35,	   ʾŪrāš36,	   Būīnūs	   al-­‐‑Bairūtī37,	  Sīūrḫnā38,	   Flāġōsōn39	   and	   ʿĪsā	   b.	  Qusṭantīn	   who	   was	   called	   ʾAbū	   Mūsā40	  and	  who	  belonged	  to	  the	  best	  physicians	  (and	   he	   wrote	   the	   Book	   of	   the	   Simple	  
Drugs	   and	   the	  Book	   on	   the	   hemorrhoids	  
and	   its	  causes);	  and	   ʾArs41	  and	  Sarǧis	  al-­‐‑Raʾsʿainī	   (who	   is	   said	   to	   have	   been	   the	  first	  to	  translate	  [the	  books]	  of	  the	  Greeks	  into	   the	   Syriac	   language;	   he	   was	  respected	   and	   he	   had	   many	   works	   on	  medicine	  and	  philosophy);	  and	  ʾAṭnūs	  al-­‐‑Āmidī42,	   the	  author	   of	   the	   compendium	  
                                                                                                                31	  Antyllos,	  a	  Greek	  physician	  and	  surgeon	  who	  lived	  probably	  in	  the	  2nd	  c.;	  the	  quotation	  from	  his	  works	  can	  be	  found	  in	  Greek	  (Oribasius),	  Syriac	  (On	  the	  Properties	  of	  Foodstuffs	  of	  Ḥunain	  b.	  Isḥāq)	  and	  Arabic	  (Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī)	  sources	  (Sezgin	  1970,	  pp.	  63–64,	  Ullmann	  1970,	  78,	  Hawley	  2010).	  32	   Unknown,	   judging	   from	   his	   name,	   Greek	   author;	   a	   few	   fragments	   survive	   in	   Kitāb	   al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  (Ullmann	  1970,	  p.	  91).	  33	  Behind	  this	  name	  stands	  not	  a	  person,	  but	  a	  title	  of	  an	  Indian	  medical	  treatise,	  Siddhisthāna,	  which	  was	  translated	  in	  the	  8th	  c	  from	  Sanskrit	  into	  Arabic	  by	  Ibn	  Dahn.	  The	  quotations	  can	  be	  found	  in	  
Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  and	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑ǧāmiʿ	  li-­‐‑mufradāt	  al-­‐‑adwiya	  wa-­‐‑’l-­‐‑aġḏiya	  of	  Ibn	  al-­‐‑Baiṭār	  (Ullmann	  1970,	  p.	  105).	  34	  An	  author	  of	  uncertain	  (maybe	  Indian)	  origin	  and	  date;	  quotations	  attributed	  to	  him	  appear	  in	  al-­‐‑Rāzī’s	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī,	  Qanūn	  of	  Ibn	  Sina	  and	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑ǧāmiʿ	  li-­‐‑mufradāt	  al-­‐‑adwiya	  wa-­‐‑’l-­‐‑aġḏiya	  of	  Ibn	  al-­‐‑Baiṭār	  (Ullmann	  1970,	  p.	  107).	  35	  Sezgin	  considers	  his	  treatise	  as	  originally	  written	  in	  Arabic	  in	  ca.	  8th	  century	  (Sezgin	  1970,	  208-­‐‑209),	  whereas	  Ullmann	  treats	  him	  among	  the	  Greek	  authors	  (Ullmann	  1970,	  p.	  91–92).	  An	  unknown,	  supposedly	  Christian	  (and	  may	  be	  Syriac?),	  medical	  author;	  given	  the	  wide	  range	  of	  subjects	  covered	  by	   the	   fragments	   found	   in	  Kitāb	   al-­‐‑Ḥāwī,	   one	   may	   assume	   that	   he	   was	   an	   author	   of	   a	   medical	  encyclopedia.	  36	  Unidentified.	  37	  Unidentified.	  38	  Unidentified.	  39	  Apparently,	  identical	  to	  Philagrius,	  who	  is	  listed	  in	  the	  preceding	  account	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō.	  40	  Unidentified.	  41	  Unidentified.	  42	  Aetios	  of	  Amida,	  who	  appears	  also	  in	  the	  account	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō.	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known	  as	  Baqūquyā	  and	  Ġrīġūrīūs43	  the	  author	   of	   <another>	   compendium.	   And	  the	  most	  of	  those	  books	  of	  these	  are	  still	  exatnt.	  And	  al-­‐‑Rāzī	   transmitted	  many	  of	  their	   writings	   in	   his	   comprehensive	  compendium	  known	  as	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī.	  	  A	  simple	  reading	  of	  the	  passage	  evokes	  a	  very	  confused	  presentation	  with	  chaotic	  enumeration	  of	  authors	  from	  different	  periods	  and	  traditions.	  	  Trying	   to	   distinguish	   between	   two	   groups	   of	   medical	   scholars	  (‘Christian’	  and	  ‘others’),	  who	  were	  active	  at	  the	  time	  of	  the	  Alexandrian	  school	  (5th–7th	  c.),	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  draws	  a	  less	  than	  satisfactory	  or	  clear	  picture.	  The	  first	  block	  consists	  of	  only	  three	  names	  (Šemʿōn,	  Ahron,	  Yūḥannā	  b.	  Sarābiyūn),	  the	  literary	  output	  of	  only	  one	  of	  which	  (Yūḥannā	  b.	  Sarābiyūn)	  is	  known	  and	  available	   to	  modern	   scholarship.	   The	   second	   block	   is	  more	   confusing.	   Thus,	  among	   them	   one	   can	   find	   not	   only	   Greek	   medical	   authors	   of	   different	   age	  (Antyllus,	   Philagrius,	   Aetius	   of	   Amida	   and	   maybe	   Barṭlāos),	   but	   also	   Indian	  (Sandhšār	  and	  al-­‐‑Qahlamān)	  and	  Christian	  (Abu	  Ǧuraiǧ	  the	  Monk,	  and	  Sergius).	  The	   latter,	   according	   to	   the	   division	   of	   Ibn	   abī	   Uṣaibiʿa	   should	   have	   been	  featuring	  in	  the	  first	  block.	  	  Given	  the	  fact	  that	  for	  many	  of	  the	  authors	  listed	  by	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  the	  given	  account	  is	  the	  only	  (sic!)	  historical	  witness	  on	  the	  availability	  of	  their	  texts	  in	   the	   Arabic	   medical	   tradition	   (ʾŪrāš,	   Būīnūs	   al-­‐‑Bairūtī,	   Sīūrḫnā,	   ʿĪsā	   b.	  Qusṭantīn,	   ʾArs),	   one	  can	   assume	   that	   the	  entire	   passage	   discussed	  here	  was	  intended	  to	  comprise	  Christian	  as	  well	  as	  all	  the	  other	  authors	  whom	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  was	  not	  able	  to	  put	  in	  other	  parts	  of	  his	  treatise.	  It	  seems	  that	  at	  least	  partially	  such	  a	  need	  to	  put	  together	  so	  many	  different	  authors	  can	  be	  explained	  by	  the	  fact	  that	  at	  the	  time	  when	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  was	  writing	  his	  book,	  he	  was	  not	  able	  to	  find	  more	  substantial	  information	  about	  them.	  Moreover,	  in	  the	  case	  
                                                                                                                43	  Perhaps	  identical	  to	  bishop	  Gregory	  listed	  by	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō.	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of	  some	  authors	  not	  only	  was	  their	  biographical	  information	  not	  available	  to	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa,	  but	  he	  had	  also	  no	  access	  to	  their	  texts.	   I	  will	  come	  back	  to	  that	  below.	   Let	  us	  now	  pay	  attention	  to	  Šimʿūn	  and	  the	  way	  how	  he	  is	  introduced	  by	   Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa.	  Strangely	  enough,	  Šimʿūn	  appears	  not	  merely	   in	   the	   first	  block	  of	   ‘Christian’	  authors,	  but	  he	  stands	  in	   the	  very	  beginning	  of	   the	  entire	  passage.	  Such	  a	  prominent	  place,	  if	  it	  was	  indeed	  a	  deliberate	  decision	  of	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa,	  would	  strongly	  suggest	   that	   the	  author	  of	   the	   list	  acknowledges	   the	  historical	  preeminence	  of	  Šimʿūn	  and	  perhaps	  even	  his	  particular	  significance	  and	  consequently	  should	  have	  firsthand	  knolwdge	  of	  his	  literary	  and	  scholarly	  output.	  This,	  however,	  cannot	  be	  supported	  by	  the	  available	  evidence.	  Curiously,	  the	  full	  name	  of	  Šimʿūn	  in	  the	  given	  passage	  seems	  to	  have	  been	  always	  and	  unanimously	  interpreted	  as	  an	  Arabic	  rendering	  of	  the	  name	  of	   the	   monastic	   author	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh:	   ‘Šimʿūn	   the	   monk	   known	   as	  Ṭaibūyah’.	   It	   is,	   however,	   equally	   possible	   to	   read	   it	   somewhat	   differently:	  ‘Šimʿūn	  the	  monk	  known	  as	  Ṭībawaih’.	  In	  this	  case	  we	  have	  quite	  a	  widespread	  type	   of	   a	   Persian	   name	   formed	   with	   a	   diminutive	   suffix	   –ūya(h)	   or,	   in	   the	  Arabized	   form	   –waih.	   Given	   the	   fact	   that	   Ibn	   abī	   Uṣaibiʿa	   is	   our	   only	   Arabic	  witness	   of	   that	   name	   it	   is	   hardly	   possible	   to	   determine	   which	   of	   the	   two	  interpretations	  is	  the	  right	  one.	  Although,	  as	  it	  will	  be	  argued	  below,	  the	  material	  that	  is	  associated	  with	  the	  ‘monk	  Šimʿūn’	  in	  the	  Arabic	  medical	  sources	  must	  be	  separated	  from	  the	  literary	  output	  of	  a	  monastic	  author	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	  the	  names	  and	  identities	  of	  the	  two	  persons	  must	  have	  been	  confused.	  One	  cannot	  exclude,	  furthermore,	  that	  already	  the	  account	  of	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  transmitts	  this	  distorted	  picture.	  Of	  special	  importance	  for	  the	  present	  study	  is	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  way	  in	  which	  Šimʿūn	  is	  introduced	  by	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  sharply	  resembles	  the	  account	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō.	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Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	   Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  
ܘ012#ܢ ܕ*B*9 ܕ%&*Aܥ ܕ4"5#ܬܗ	   ﺷﻤﻌﻮن اﻟﺮاﻫﺐ، اﻟﻤﻌﺮوف ﺑﻄﻴﺒﻮﻳﻪ	  Šemʿōn	  the	  monk	  who	  is	  also	  known	  as	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	   Šimʿūn	   the	  monk	   known	   as	   Ṭībawaih	   /	  Ṭaibūyah	  	  In	  fact,	  it	  will	  not	  be	  an	  exaggeration	  to	  maintain	  that	  the	  two	  passages	  are	   two	   renderings	   of	   the	   identical	   statement	   (with	   possible	  modification	   or	  corruption	  of	  the	  name)44.	  How	  can	  one	  explain	  that?	  	  As	   proposed	   earlier,	   the	   account	   of	   Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	   is	   the	   result	   of	   a	  handling	  of	  certain	  Arabic	  source(s).	  Could	  it	  be	  that	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	  took	  over	  a	  record	  about	  Šemʿōn	  from	  the	  work	  of	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa?	  It	   seems	   not	   impossible	   from	   a	   chronological	   point	   of	   view.	   It	   is	  generally	  accepted	  that	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  completed	  the	  first	  redaction	  of	  his	  work	  in	   1242	   and	   the	   second	   (more	   extensive	   one,	   that	   incorporates	   also	   some	  additional	  material)	  in	  1268.	  As	  for	  the	  Civil	  Chronicle	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō,	  it	  seems	  that	   the	  author	  was	  working	  on	   it	  until	  his	  death	   in	  1286.	   In	  support	  of	   this	  assumption	  one	  could	  point	  out	  the	  fact	  that	  all	  the	  names	  featuring	  on	  the	  list	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  are	  mentioned	  also	  by	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa,	  with	  only	  two	  exceptions,	  namely,	  Patriarch	  Theodosius	  of	  Antioch	  and	  Ḥunain	  b.	   Isḥāq.	  But	   those	   two	  could	  have	  been	  easily	  added	  by	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	  himself	  as	  the	  first	  one	  was	  his	  coreligionist	  and	   the	  second	  was	  a	  key	   figure	  of	   the	  Greek-­‐‑Arabic	   translation	  movement	  of	  the	  9th	  century.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  a	  number	  of	  studies	  have	  clearly	  revealed	  that	  in	  his	  other	  (Arabic)	  chronicle	  Tārīḫ	  muḫtaṣar	  al-­‐‑duwal,	  and	  more	  particularly	  for	  his	  presentation	  of	  scholars,	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	  used	  Kitāb	  iḫbār	  al-­‐‑ʿulamāʾ	  bi-­‐‑aḫbār	  al-­‐‑
ḥukamāʾ	  (generally	  known	  as	  Taʿrīḫ	  al-­‐‑Ḥukamāʾ)	  of	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī	  (d.	  1248),	  a	  prolific	  Egyptian	  writer45,	  whereas	  the	  work	  of	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  is	  thought	  to	  have	  been	  
                                                                                                                44	  A	  possible	  corruption	  of	  the	  name	  will	  be	  treated	  in	  Chapter	  III.	  45	  Dietrich	  2016	  (s.v.	  “Ibn	  al-­‐‑Ḳifṭī”).	  On	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa’s	  dependence	  on	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī	   see	  also	  Lippert	  1903,	   p.	   17.	   For	   main,	   historical	   narration,	   Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	   used	   al-­‐‑Kāmil	   fī	   l-­‐‑taʿrīḫ	   of	   Ibn	   al-­‐‑Aṯīr	  (Micheau	  2005).	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unavailable	  to	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō46.	  Provided	  that	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  indeed	  did	  not	  have	  the	  work	  of	   Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  at	  his	  disposal,	  how	  could	  one	  explain	   the	  apparent	  resemblance	  between	  the	  two	  texts?	  First	  of	  all,	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  say	  that	  a	  passage	  similar	  to	  both	  accounts	  presented	   above	   (that	   would	   give	   a	   summarized	   presentation	   of	   medical	  authors),	   cannot	  be	   found	   in	   the	  work	  of	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī	   in	   the	   form	  that	  we	  have	   it	  today.	  In	  this	  perspective,	  a	  similarity	  between	  the	  accounts	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  and	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  requires	  a	  special	  consideration.	   In	  her	  recent	  study	  of	  the	  biographies	  of	  scholars	  in	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō’s	  Tārīḫ	  
muḫtaṣar	  al-­‐‑duwal	  Micheau	  makes	  it	  absolutely	  clear	  that	  the	  main	  source	  was	  the	  work	  of	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī.	  At	  the	  same	  time,	  she	  comes	  across	  a	  few	  occasions	  where	  the	  accounts	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  are	  in	  fact	  closer	  to	  those	  of	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  than	  to	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī.	  These	  findings	  made	  Micheau	  to	  assume	  that	  both	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  and	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  had	  access	  to	  a	  more	  complete	  text	  of	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī	  than	  the	  one	  that	  is	  available	   now47.	   If	   this	   assumption	   is	   correct,	   then	   we	   should	   consider	   the	  possibility	  that	  the	  present	  accounts	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  and	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  were	  both	  based	  on	  a	  more	  complete	  text	  of	  Taʿrīḫ	  al-­‐‑Ḥukamāʾ	  of	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī.	  	  Would	   it	   be	   possible	   to	   provide	   corroborative	   evidence	   for	   this	  assumption?	  And	  more	  precisely,	   is	   it	  possible	   to	  demonstrate	  otherwise	   the	  dependence	  on	  Ibn	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  given	  accounts?	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  used	  a	  variety	  of	  sources	  available	  to	  him	  while	  working	  on	   his	   biographic	   treatise.	   It	   is	   generally	   believed	   that	   one	   of	   the	   sources	  exploited	  by	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  was	  the	  work	  of	  an	  Andalusian	  Arabic	  physician	  Ibn	  Ǧulǧul	  (d.	  c.	  994)48	  Ṭabaqāt	  al-­‐‑aṭibbāʾ	  wal-­‐‑ḥukamāʾ.	  However,	  a	  comparison	  
                                                                                                                46	  Cf.	  the	  assertion	  of	  Samir:	  ‘Un	  rapide	  coup	  d’œil	  comparatif	  permet	  de	  se	  rendre	  compte	  que	  la	  source	  essentielle	  de	  ces	   notices	  est	   le	  premier	   des	   deux	   historiens	   [viz.	   al-­‐‑Qifṭī],	   probablement	  parce	  que	  la	  seconde	  histoire	  était	  sans	  doute	  trop	  récente	  pour	  qu’Ibn	  al-­‐‑ʿIbrī	  puisse	  y	  faire	  recours’	  (Samir	  2003,	  p.	  555).	  47	  Micheau	   2005,	   p.	   266,	   n.	   35	   and	   p.	   277:	   ‘Or,	   Ibn	  Abi	  Uṣaybiʿa,	   qui	   acheva	   en	   667/1268–9	   le	  rédaction	  de	  son	  important	  dictionnaire	  des	  médecins,	  avait	  connaisance,	  semble-­‐‑t-­‐‑il,	  d’un	  texte	  plus	  complet	  puisqu’il	  rapporte	  sous	  ce	  nom	  [al-­‐‑Qifṭī]	  des	  passages	  qui	  ne	  nous	  ont	  pas	  été	  conservés.	  Il	  est	  possible,	  mais	  nous	  n’en	  avons	  aucune	  preuve,	  que	  ce	  fût	  aussi	  le	  cas	  pour	  Bar	  Hebraeus,	  ce	  qui	  expliquerait	  quelques	  additions	  […]’.	  48	  Dietrich	  2016	  (s.v.	  “Ibn	  D̲j̲uld̲j̲ul”).	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of	  the	  two	  texts	  does	  not	  allow	  to	  reveal	  a	  dependence	  of	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  upon	  Ibn	  Ǧulǧul	  as	  far	  as	  the	  given	  account	  is	  concerned.	  A	  totally	  different	  situation	  awaits	  us	  when	  we	  compare	  the	  given	  account	  of	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  with	  Taʿrīḫ	  al-­‐‑
Ḥukamāʾ	  of	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī49.	  In	  order	   to	  demonstrate	  a	   resemblance	  between	   the	  accounts	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō,	   Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  and	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī,	   I	  would	  propose	   to	  compare	   them	  with	  respect	   to	   one	   personality	   that	   feature	   in	   the	  given	   accounts,	   namely	  Ahron.	  From	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  I	  provide	  two	  records	  about	  that	  person,	  one	  from	  the	  Civil	  
chronicle	  and	  another	  from	  Tārīḫ	  muḫtaṣar	  al-­‐‑duwal.	  	  	  	  	  
                                                                                                                49	   On	   Ibn	   abī	   Uṣaibiʿa’s	   dependence	   on	   al-­‐‑Qifṭī,	   see	   also	   Lippert	   1903,	   p.	   17.	   Comparison	   of	   the	  records	  about	  two	  personalities	  will	  be	  sufficient	  to	  demonstrate	  literal	  resemblance	  between	  the	  accounts	  of	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  and	  that	  of	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī.	  Ibn	   abī	   Uṣaibiʿa,	   ʿUyūn	   al-­‐‑anbāʾ	   fī	   ṭabaqāt	   al-­‐‑
aṭibbāʾ	   al-­‐‑Qifṭī,	   Kitāb	   Iḫbār	   al-­‐‑ʿulamāʾ	   bi-­‐‑aḫbār	   al-­‐‑ḥukamāʾ	  
وﻳﻮﺣﻨﺎ ﺑﻦ ﺳﺮاﺑﻴﻮن، وﺟﻤﻴﻊ ﻣﺎ أﻟﻒ ﺳﺮﻳﺎﻧﻰ، وﻛﺎن 
واﻟﺪه ﺳﺮاﺑﻴﻮن ﻃﺒﻴﺒﴼ ﻣﻦ أﻫﻞ ﺑﺎﺟﺮﻣﻰ، وﺧﺮج وﻟﺪاه 
ﻃﺒﻴﺒﻴﻦ ﻓﺎﺿﻠﻴﻦ وﻫﻤﺎ ﻳﻮﺣﻨﺎ، وداود. وﻟﻴﻮﺣﻨﺎ ﺑﻦ 
ﺳﺮاﺑﻴﻮن ﻣﻦ اﻟﻜﺘﺐ: ﻛﻨﺎﺷﻪ اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮ اﺛﻨﺘﺎ ﻋﺸﺮة ﻣﻘﺎﻟﺔ، 
ﻛﻨﺎﺷﻪ اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮ ﺳﺒﻊ ﻣﻘﺎﻻت.	  
ﻳﻮﺣﻨﺎ ﺑﻦ ﺳﺮاﻓﻴﻮن ]...[ وﺟﻤﻴﻊ ﻣﺎ أﻟﻔﻪ ﺳﺮﻳﺎﻧﻰ وﻗﺪ 
ﻧﻘﻞ ﻛﺘﺎﺑﺎه ﻓﻰ اﻟﻄّﺐ إﻟﻰ اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ ّوﻫﻤﺎ ﻛﺘﺎب اﻟﻜّﻨﺎش 
اﻟﻜﺒﻴﺮ اﺛﻨﺘﺎ ﻋﺸﺮة ﻣﻘﺎﻟﺔ ﻛﺘﺎب اﻟﻜﻨﺎش اﻟﺼﻐﻴﺮ ﺳﺒﻊ 
ﻣﻘﺎﻻت.	  and	  Yūḥannā	  b.	  Sarābiyūn49	  (he	  wrote	  only	  in	  Syriac;	  his	  father	  was	  Sarābiyūn	  the	  Physician	  from	  the	  people	  of	  Bāǧarmā	  and	  his	  two	  sons	  became	   respected	   doctors	   and	   they	   are	  Yūḥannā	   and	   Dāʾūd).	   Yūḥannā	   b.	   Sarābiyūn	  wrote	  a	  Great	  Compendium	  in	  twelve	  treatises,	  and	  a	  Small	  Compendium	  (which	  is	  the	  famous	  one)	  in	  seven	  treatises	  
Yūḥannā	  b.	  Sarābiyūn	  […]	  wrote	  only	  in	  Syriac	  and	  his	  work	  on	  medicine	  was	  translated	  into	  Arabic.	   And	   they	   are	   a	   Great	  Compendium	   in	  twelve	   treatises	   and	   a	   Small	   Compendium	   in	  seven	  treatises.	  
Ibn	   abī	   Uṣaibiʿa,	   ʿUyūn	   al-­‐‑anbāʾ	   fī	   ṭabaqāt	   al-­‐‑
aṭibbāʾ	   al-­‐‑Qifṭī,	   Kitāb	   Iḫbār	   al-­‐‑ʿulamāʾ	   bi-­‐‑aḫbār	   al-­‐‑ḥukamāʾ	  
ﻋﻴﺴﻰ ﺑﻦ ﻗﺴﻄﻨﻄﻴﻦ، وﻳﻜﻨﻰ أﺑﺎ ﻣﻮﺳﻰ، وﻛﺎن ﻣﻦ 
ﺟﻤﻠﺔ أﻓﺎﺿﻞ اﻷﻃﺒﺎء	   ﻋﻴﺴﻰ اﺑﻦ ﻗﺴﻄﻨﻄﻴﻦ أﺑﻮ ﻣﻮﺳﻰ اﻟﻄﺒﻴﺐ	  ﻣﻦ أﻓﺎﺿﻞ اﻷﻃﺒﺎء	  [...]	  and	   Īsā	  b.	  Qusṭantīn	  who	  was	  called	   Abū	  Mūsā	  and	  who	  belonged	  to	  the	  best	  physicians	   and	   Īsā	  b.	  Qusṭantīn	  who	  was	  called	   Abū	  Mūsā	  and	  who	  was	  one	  of	  the	  best	  physicians	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Bar	   ʿEbrōyō,	  
Civil	  
chronicle	  
Bar	   ʿEbrōyō,	  
Tārīḫ	  
muḫtaṣar	   al-­‐‑
duwal	  
Ibn	   abī	  Uṣaibiʿa,	   ʿUyūn	  
al-­‐‑anbāʾ	   fī	  
ṭabaqāt	   al-­‐‑
aṭibbāʾ	  
Ibn	   Ǧulǧul,	  
Ṭabaqāt	   al-­‐‑
aṭibbāʾ	   wal-­‐‑
ḥukamāʾ50	  	  
al-­‐‑Qifṭī,	   Kitāb	  
Iḫbār	   al-­‐‑
ʿulamāʾ	   bi-­‐‑
aḫbār	   al-­‐‑
ḥukamāʾ51	  
ܐܗܪܘܢ ܕ*U 
JH"H9 @# 
:#ܪ*"9 ̣ܗܘ. 
ܐ^ 
O#:"#ܣ ܐ8_ 
ܐ@`TQAܪ*9 
ܐF5B %̣U 
*#8"9 
@T#ܪ*"9. 
وﻓﻲ ﻫﺬا اﻟﺰﻣﺎن 
ﻛﺎن ﻳﻌﺮف 
اﻫﺮون اﻟﻘﺲ 
اﻹﺳﻜﻨﺪري. 
وﻛﻨﺎﺷﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﻄﺐ 
ﻣﻮﺟﻮد ﻋﻨﺪﻧﺎ 
ﺑﺎﻟﺴﺮﻳﺎﻧﻴﺔ وﻫﻮ 
ﺛﻼﺛﻮن ﻣﻘﺎﻟﺔ. 
وزاد ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﻘﺎﻟﺘﻴﻦ 
أﺧﺮﻳﻴﻦ 
وأﻫﺮان ﻻﻗﺲ، 
ﺻﺎﺣﺐ اﻟﻜﻨﺎش، 
وأﻟﻒ ﻛﻨﺎﺷﻪ 
ﺑﺎﻟﺴﺮﻳﺎﻧﻴﺔ، وﻧﻘﻠﻪ 
ﻣﺎرﺳﺮﺟﻴﺲ إﻟﻰ 
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ. وﻫﻮ 
ﺛﻼﺛﻮن ﻣﻘﺎﻟﺔ، 
وزاد ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ 
ﻣﺎرﺳﺮﺟﻴﺲ 
ﻣﻘﺎﻟﺘﻴﻦ.	  
ﻣﺎﺳﺮﺟﻴﺲ ﻛﺎن 
ﻳﻬﻮديّ اﻟﻤﺬﻫﺐ 
ﺳﺮﻳﺎﻧﻴﺎ، وﻫﻮ 
ﺗﻮﻟﻰ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺪوﻟﺔ 
اﻟﻤﺮواﻧﻴﺔ ﺗﻔﺴﻴﺮ 
ﻛﺘﺎب اﻫﺮن ﺑﻦ 
ٱﻋﻴﻦ اﻟﻘﺲ إﻟﻰ 
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ]...[ 
أﻫﺮن ﻻﻗﺲ	  
ﻓﻰ ﺻﺪر اﻟﻤﻠﺔ 
وﻛﻨﺎﺷﻪ ﺑﺎﻟﺴﺮﻳﺎﻧﻴﺔ 
وﻧﻘﻠﻪ ﻣﺎﺳﺮﺟﻴﺲ 
ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﺮﻳﺎﻧﻴﺔ إﻟﻰ 
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ. وﻫﻮ 
ﺛﻼﺛﻮن ﻣﻘﺎﻟﺔ وزاد 
ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﻣﺎﺳﺮﺟﻴﺲ 
ﻣﻘﺎﻟﺘﻴﻦ.	  
However,	  Ahrōn	   the	  priest	   was	  not	   a	   Syriac	  <speaking	  writer>,	   but	  <his	   work>	  was	  translated	  by	   certain	  Gōsyōs	   the	  Alexandrian	  from	   Greek	  into	  Syriac.	  
And	   in	   that	  time	   was	  known	   Ahrūn	  the	   priest	   of	  Alexandria.	  And	  his	  Kunnāš	  on	  medicine	   is	  available	   in	  Syriac.	   It	  consists	   of	  thirty	   treatises	  and	   he	   added	  two	   additional	  treatises	  to	  it.	  
And	  Ahrān	   the	  priest,	   the	  author	   of	  
Kunnāš	   (he	  wrote	   it	   in	  Syriac	   and	  Mārsarǧīs	  translated	   it	  into	  Arabic);	   it	  is	   in	   thirty	  treatises	   and	  Mārsarǧīs	  added	  to	  it	  two	  more. 
Māsarǧīs	  was	  a	  Syrian	   Jew.	   He	  was	  responsible	  for	  a	   commentary	  of	   the	   book	   of	  Ahran	  b.	  Aʿayn	  the	   priest	   into	  Arabic. 
Ahran	   the	  priest.	   He	   was	  prominent	  and	  his	   Kunnāš	  [was	   written]	  in	   Syriac	   and	  Māsarǧīs	  translated	   it	  from	   Syriac	  into	   Arabic.	   It	  consists	   of	  thirty	   treatises	  and	   Māsarǧīs	  added	  to	  it	  two	  more. 
                                                                                                                50	  Sayyid	  1955,	  p.	  61.	  51	  Lippert	  1903,	  p.	  80.	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A	   juxtaposition	   of	   these	   five	   texts	   demonstrates	  a	   likely	   relationship	  between	  them.	  Let	  us	  analyze	  the	  evidence	  chronologically.	  The	  account	  of	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī	  is	  clearly	  different	  from	  that	  of	  Ibn	  Ǧulǧul	  for	  the	  latter	  mentions	  Ahron	  in	  the	   context	   of	   the	   presentation	   of	   another	   scholar,	   Māsarǧīs,	   and	   does	   not	  mention	   Ahron	   independently.	   al-­‐‑Qifṭī	   was	   the	   first	   one	   to	   deal	   with	   Ahron	  separately	  and	  to	  establish	  a	  pattern	  that	  was	  taken	  over	  by	  posterior	  authors.	  Thus,	  he	  says	  that	  Ahron’s	  Kunnāš	  was	  translated	  from	  Syriac	  into	  Arabic	  and	  that	  it	  consisted	  of	  thirty	  treatises	  to	  which	  a	  translator,	  Māsarǧīs,	  added	  two	  additional	  ones.	  The	  account	  of	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  is	  evidently	  based	  on	  that	  of	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī	  with	  an	  omission	  of	  an	  introductory	  remark	  that	  Ahron	  lived	  in	  an	  earlier	  period.	   The	  account	   of	   Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	   as	   found	   in	   his	  Tārīḫ	  muḫtaṣar	   al-­‐‑duwal	  following	   the	   pattern	   established	   by	   al-­‐‑Qifṭī	   (language	   of	   the	   text	   and	   its	  structure)	   nevertheless	   presents	   some	   discrepancies.	   Thus,	   we	   see	   that	   Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	   omits	   a	   mention	   of	   the	   translation	   of	   Ahron’s	   text	   into	   Arabic	   but	  introduces	   his	   personal	   addition	   about	   the	   text’s	   availability	   in	   Syriac.	   An	  omission	   of	   the	   mention	   about	   the	   Arabic	   translation	   as	   well	   as	   about	   a	  translator	   was	   done	   by	   Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	   somewhat	   inaccurately	   that	   it	   remains	  unclear	   from	   the	   account	  who	   added	   the	   two	   treatises	   to	   Ahron’s	   text.	   This	  inconsistency	  demonstrates	  best	  that	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  was	  writing	  this	  account	  with	  a	  recourse	  to	  another	  source,	  which	  is	  highly	  likely	  to	  be	  the	  text	  of	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī52.	  	  This	  comparison	  reveals	  a	  dependence	  of	  both	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  and	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  on	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī.	  In	  the	  case	  of	  the	  former,	  we	  find	  identical	  passages,	  while	  in	  the	   case	   of	   the	   latter	   it	   is	   possible	   to	   see	   an	   adaptation	   of	   al-­‐‑Qifṭī	   in	   Tārīḫ	  
                                                                                                                52	  An	  account	  that	  is	  most	  difficult	  to	  qualify	  is	  the	  text	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  in	  his	  Civil	  chronicle.	  In	  fact,	  it	  is	  hardly	  possible	  to	  argue	  that	  this	  passage	  was	  written	  (even	  as	  an	  adaptation)	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  another	  source,	  for	  in	  it	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  provides	  an	  idiosyncratic	  presentation	  of	  Ahron:	  he	  states	  that	  Ahron	  was	  not	  a	  Syrian	  himself	  and	  that	  his	  text	  was	  translated	  from	  Greek	  into	  Syriac.	  This	  peculiar	  image	   of	   Ahron	   seems	   to	   be,	   however,	   some	   sort	   of	   reflection	   on	   the	   available	   to	   Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	  information	  about	  that	  author.	  Thus,	  his	  statement	  that	  Ahron	  was	  not	  of	  Syrian	  origin	  may	  well	  be	  seen	  as	  an	  explicit	  negation	  of	  extant	  Arabic	  records	  about	  Ahron,	  all	  of	  which	  assert	  that	  Ahron’s	  text	  was	  written	  in	  Syriac.	  The	  same	  motive	  might	  be	  responsible	  for	  a	  slight	  difference	  in	  the	  Tārīḫ	  
muḫtaṣar	  al-­‐‑duwal	  where	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  accurately	  replaces	  a	  statement	  of	  the	  Syriac	  language	  being	  the	  original	  language	  of	  Ahron’s	  text	  (as	  found	  in	  all	  Arabic	  accounts)	  with	  a	  statement	  of	  this	  text’s	  availability	  in	  Syriac.	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muḫtaṣar	   al-­‐‑duwal	   and	   a	   more	   independent,	   but	   still	   apparently	   related	  presentation	  in	  the	  Civil	  chronicle.	  A	  detection	  of	  both	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō’s	  and	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa’s	  awareness	  and	  use	  of	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī’s	  text	  as	  a	  possible	  source	  of	  the	  given	  accounts	  of	  the	  medical	  authors	  can	  serve	  as	  evidence	  that	  a	  record	  on	  Šemʿōn	  was	  indeed	  borrowed	  by	  both	  authors	  from	  that	  particular	  source.	  In	  addition,	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  record	  on	  Šemʿōn,	  it	  is	  not	  possible	  to	  state	  that	  both	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  and	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  introduced	  that	  author	  on	  the	  baisis	  of	  their	  personal	  awareness	  rather	  than	  by	  relying	  on	  an	  available	  biographical	  source.	  There	  is	  one	  detail	  in	  the	  account	  of	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  that	  deserves	  special	  attention	  in	  this	  respect.	  At	  the	  end	  of	  his	  account	  one	  can	  read	  the	  statement	  that	  in	  the	  time	  of	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  works	  he	  mentioned	  were	  available.	  And	  from	  the	  very	  next	  statement	  we	  learn	  that	  many	  of	  them	  could	  be	  found	  in	  the	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  of	  al-­‐‑Rāzī.	  However,	  taking	  into	  consideration	  that	  for	  some	  of	  the	  authors	  in	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa’s	  account	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  provides	  the	  only	  available	  evidence	  (e.g.	  Anṭīlas,	  Barṭlāos,	  and	  Abu	  Ǧuraiǧ	  the	  Monk),	  one	  could	  argue	  that	  the	  mention	  of	  the	  book	  of	  al-­‐‑Rāzī	  is	  not	  accidental,	  and	  that	  it	  was	  not	  meant	  to	  say	  that	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  available	  works	  of	  the	  listed	  authors,	  quotations	  from	  many	  of	  them	  can	  be	  found	  also	  in	  al-­‐‑Rāzī.	  Rather,	  it	  is	  much	  more	  likely	  that	  by	  mentioning	  the	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  account,	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  pointed	  to	  one	  of	  the	  sources	  that	  he	  depended	  upon	  for	  writing	  that	  account.	  	  Having	  clarified	  a	  possible	  source	  for	  the	  accounts	  about	  Šemʿōn	  it	  is	  now	  necessary	  to	  estimate	  the	  value	  of	  their	  evidence,	  namely	  to	  ask	  if	  both	  of	  those	   records	   in	   fact	   deal	   with	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	   an	   East	   Syriac	   monastic	  author	  of	  the	  7th	  century.	  This	  query	  brings	  us	  to	  the	  problem	  of	  medical	  output	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  that	  will	  be	  discussed	  below	  in	  Chapter	  III.	  For	  the	  present	  purpose,	  it	  will	  suffice	  to	  summarize	  the	  main	  argument.	  
Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  of	  as	  al-­‐‑Rāzī	  regularly	  provides	  quotations	  from	  certain	  ‘Šemʿōn	   the	   Monk’	   who	   was	   identified	   by	   scholars	   as	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  Moreover,	  a	  few	  medical	  quotations	  that	  appear	  in	  the	  Lexicon	  of	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  are	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explicitly	   attributed	   to	   Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	   As	   it	  will	   be	   argued	  below,	   those	  quotations	  cited	  by	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  most	  probably	  come	  from	  the	  same	  text	  as	  the	  one	   that	  had	  been	  used	  by	  al-­‐‑Rāzī	  a	   little	  bit	  earlier	  but	   its	  author	  cannot	  be	  identified	  with	  a	  7th	   century	  East	  Syriac	  monastic	  author	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  The	  medical	  text	  must	  have	  been	  wrongly	  associated	  with	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	   its	  genuine	  author	  had	  the	  same	  name,	  Šemʿōn,	  and	  most	  probably	  was	  a	  Christian	  monk.	  In	  summary,	  we	  can	  conclude	  that	  the	  evidence	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  and	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  strongly	  suggests	  that	  there	  existed	  an	  Arabic	  biographical	  source	  (probably,	  an	  extended	  version	  of	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī’s	  Taʿrīḫ	  al-­‐‑Ḥukamāʾ)	  that	  contained	  in	  the	  context	  of	  the	  brief	  presentation	  of	  the	  history	  of	  medicine,	  a	  record	  on	  the	  medical	   activity	   of	   a	   certain	   medical	   author	   Šemʿōn,	   who	   was	   eventually	  wrongly	  identified	  with	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  	  	  
4.	  Manuscript	  tradition	  	  Another	  important	  source	  of	  some	  data	  on	  Šemʿōn	  are	  the	  titles	  of	  two	  of	  his	  works.	  Let	  us	  put	  them	  together:	  
	  
Homily	  on	  the	  Consecration	  of	  the	  Cell	  Title:	   ܬܘܒ %a%B< %#ܬܪ89 ܕ%&JB< !"#ܡ J#ܕܫ JS"&/ DA 8̇e\ ܐ=9 %̣U JQ#!"̈U: 
ܕF5"A @YA*H9 %Bܝ 012#ܢ ܕ4"5#ܬܗ ܕ%&DQ9 @#J9 ܬ@1"Aܗ ܕܪ!U 05#ܪ ܗܘܙ*9  The	  profitable	  mēmrā	  that	  is	  read	  on	  the	  day	  of	  the	  consecration	  of	  the	  cell,	   when	   a	   brother	   leaves	   the	   coenobium	   written	   by	   holy	   Mar	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	  called	  Luke,	  the	  disciple	  of	  Rabban	  Šabur	  Hūzāyā.	  	  
Profitable	  Counsels	  Title:  ܬܘܒ %S`9̈ %#ܬM89 ܕJA*H9 %Bܝ 012#ܢ *["A*9 ܕ%&DQ9 @#J9. ܬ@1"Aܗ 
ܕܪ!U 05#ܪ 	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The	  profitable	  counsels	  of	  the	  holy	  Mar	  Šemʿōn	  the	  Monk,	  called	  Luke,	  the	  disciple	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr.	  	  Both	   titles	   are	   remarkably	   similar	   to	   each	   other	  with	   respect	   to	   the	  information	   they	   provide	   about	   Šemʿōn.	   Thus,	   they	   agree	   in	   referring	   to	   the	  author	   as	   the	   holy	   Mar	   Šemʿōn,	   who	   had	   a	   nickname	   Luke	   and	   who	  was	   a	  disciple	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr.	  The	  only	  discrepancy	  is	  found	  in	  the	  way	  in	  which	  the	  name	  of	  Šemʿōn	  is	  referred	  to.	  If	  the	  first	  title	  provides	  the	  full	  name	  for	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	  the	  second	  title	  describes	  Šemʿōn	  merely	  as	  a	  monk.	  Since	  both	  titles	  are	  preserved	  in	  East	  Syriac	  manuscripts,	  one	  can	  claim	  that	   both	   of	   them	   are	   highly	   likely	   to	   be	   authentic	   in	   the	   sense	   that	   the	  information	   they	   contain	   about	   Šemʿōn	   represents	   a	   traditional	   East	   Syriac	  ‘micro-­‐‑dossier’	  on	  Šemʿōn.	  What	  can	  one	  infer	  from	  those	  two	  titles?	  Firstly,	  according	  to	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition,	  Šemʿōn	  was	  a	  disciple	  of	  a	  monk	  called	  Rabban	  Šabūr.	  Available	  sources	  about	  the	  life	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  were	  recently	  studied	  by	  Florence	  Jullien,	  and	  it	  suffices	  to	  recall	  only	  the	  most	  pertinent	  facts53.	  Šabūr	  was	  born	  in	  the	  village	  located	  in	  the	  region	  Bēth	  Hūzāyē	  and	  after	  a	  period	  of	  studies	  became	  a	  school	  teacher.	  Afterwards	  he	  moved	  to	  the	  mountain	  Šuštar,	  where	  he	  led	  a	  monastic	   life.	  His	   plan	   to	   pay	   a	   visit	   to	   the	  Great	  Monastery	   at	   Izla	  was	   not	  realized,	  as	  he	  reached	  Kashkar,	  where	  Rabban	  Haya	  (also	  known	  as	  Mar	  Gani)	  endowed	  him	   the	  rule	  of	  Abraham	  of	  Kashkar.	  Upon	  his	   return	   to	  Šuštar,	  he	  founded	  a	  monastery	  which	  was	  run	  according	  to	  Abraham’s	  rule	  and	  eventually	  was	   named	   after	   Rabban	   Šabūr	   (or	   sometimes	   after	   its	   location,	   as	   Šuštar	  monastery).	   Mar	   Gani	   was	   held	   in	   great	   esteem	   by	   Rabban	   Šabūr,	   for	   he	  considered	  him,	  together	  with	  Abraham,	  as	  the	  main	  authorities	  of	  the	  rule	  he	  followed.	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  had	  a	  lot	  of	  prominent	  disciples	  and	  after	  his	  death	  he	  was	  buried	  in	  the	  monastery.	  	  
                                                                                                                53	  Jullien	  2006,	  pp.	  334–337,	  Jullien	  2008,	  p.	  216–217.	  The	  main	  source	  for	  Rabban	  Šabūr’s	  life	  is	  the	  
Chronicle	  of	  Siirt	  (Scher	  1918,	  pp.	  459–461).	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  does	  not	  feature	  in	  Fiey	  2004.	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Concerning	   the	   period	   of	   life	   of	   Rabban	   Šabūr,	   the	  Chronicle	   of	   Siirt	  provides	   one	   important	   chronological	   indication.	   It	   says	   that	   ‘Rabban	   Šabūr	  lived	   till	   the	  days	  of	  Catholicos	   Išōʿyab	   the	   last	  one’	   ( وﻋﺎش اﻟﻰ اﻳﺎم اﻳﺸﻮﻋﻴﺐ 
اﻟﺠﺎﺛﻠﻴﻖ اﻻﺧﻴﺮ ).	  The	  Catholicos	  referred	  to	  is	  evidently	  Išōʿyab	  III	  (649–659).	  It	  is,	  therefore,	  safe	  to	  conclude	  that	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  died	  sometime	  during	  the	  50s	  of	  the	  7th	  century.	  It	   is	   thus	   clear	   that	   the	   titles	   of	   Šemʿōn’s	   works	   relate	   him	   to	   the	  monastery	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr,	  who	  lived	  in	  the	  first	  half	  of	  the	  7th	  century.	  But	  how	  then	  should	  one	  interpret	  the	  statement	  that	  Šemʿōn	  was	  a	  disciple	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr?	  Should	  one	  see	  in	  it	  an	  indication	  about	  real	  master-­‐‑disciple	  relationship	  between	  the	  two,	  or	  should	  one	  understand	  it	  in	  a	  more	  general	  way,	  namely	  that	   Šemʿōn	   was	   a	   resident	   of	   the	   monastery	   of	   Rabban	   Šabūr	   and	   that	   he	  followed	  its	  rule	  and	  traditions?	  The	  available	  documents	  do	  not	  allow	  us	  to	  answer	  the	  raised	  question	  in	   a	   straightforward	   way.	   On	   the	   one	   hand,	   the	   fact	   that	   Šemʿōn	   is	   never	  mentioned	  among	  the	  disciples	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  (in	  the	  Chronicle	  of	  Siirt,	   for	  example)	  testifies	  against	  a	  direct	  relationship.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  the	  very	  fact	  that	  Šemʿōn	  is	  introduced	  in	  the	  titles	  as	  ‘a	  disciple	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr’	  strongly	  suggests	   that	   those	   titles	   might	   indeed	   echo	   a	   direct	   relationship	   between	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  and	  Šemʿōn.	  However,	   if	  we	  try	  to	  coordinate	  the	  available	  chronological	  data,	  we	  see	  that	  the	  floruit	  of	  Šemʿōn	  is	  placed	  by	  East	  Syriac	  tradition	  towards	  the	  end	  of	   the	  7th	   century	   (first	  account	  of	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō),	  whereas	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  died	  apparently	  some	  40–50	  years	  earlier.	  Relying	  on	  this	  scarce	  evidence,	  it	  is	  hard	  to	   imagine	   that	   Šemʿōn	   could	   be	   a	   direct	   disciple	   of	   Rabban	   Šabūr	   and	   the	  alternative	  to	  consider	  the	  statement	  of	  the	  manuscript	  in	  a	  general	  way	  seems	  more	   preferable.	   It	   is,	   however,	   necessary	   to	   bear	   in	   mind	   that	   since	   the	  available	  historical	  sources	  do	  not	  provide	  precise	  chronological	  indications,	  a	  direct	  relationship	  between	  the	  two	  cannot	  be	  excluded.	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Another	  important	  implication	  that	  one	  can	  draw	  from	  the	  manuscript	  tradition	  is	  the	  consistent	  use	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  nickname	  Luke.	  How	  could	  one	  acount	  for	  it?	  Although	  we	  possess	  no	  sources	  to	  explain	  the	  origin	  of	  this	  nickname,	  the	  extant	  literary	  heritage	  of	  Šemʿōn	  permits	  us	  to	  make	  a	  sound	  assumption.	  According	  to	  a	  traditional	  account,	  the	  apostle	  Luke	  was	  a	  physician	  as	  he	  was	   called	   by	   apostle	   Paul	   ‘the	   beloved	  physician’	   (ὁ	   ἰατρὸς	   ὁ	   ἀγαπητὸς,	  Col	  4:14).	   Modern	   scholarship	   seconds	   this	   tradition	   while	   providing	   clear	  proofs	  of	  Luke’s	  interest	  in	  medicine54.	  As	  for	  Šemʿōn,	  his	  extant	  works,	  and	  the	  
Book	  of	  Medicine55	  in	  particular,	  do	  allow	  to	  see	  its	  author	  as	  possessing	  good	  medical	  knowledge.	  It	   is,	   therefore,	  easy	   to	  imagine	   that	   someone	  who	  had	  a	  keen	  interest	  in	  medicine	  might	  have	  been	  called	  Luke	  after	  the	  apostle	  that	  was	  seen	  as	  a	  first	  Christian	  exponent	  of	  the	  medical	  profession.	  	  If	   association	   of	   the	   nickname	   of	   Luke	   with	   Šemʿōn	   is	   simply	  comprehensible,	  one	  cannot	  say	  for	  sure	  when	  this	  nickname	  was	  first	  applied	  to	   him.	  Was	   it	   during	   his	   lifetime	   or	   should	   it	   be	   rather	   assigned	   to	   a	   later	  period?	  Whatever	   the	   right	   solution	   might	   be,	   it	   is	   important	   to	   stress	   that	  contrary	   to	   Bar	   ʿEbrōyō’s	   account,	   which	   refers	   to	   Šemʿōn	   as	   an	   ‘excellent	  physician’,	  but	  nevertheless	  most	  probably	  conveys	  a	  confused	  image	  of	  Šemʿōn	  (by	   merging	   information	   about	   two	   persons),	   the	   appellation	   of	   Syriac	  manuscripts	   to	   Šemʿōn	   as	   ‘Luke’	   can	   be	   readily	   supported	   by	   specific	   traits	  found	  in	  his	  extant	  works.	  Nevertheless,	  there	  is	  also	  another	  Syriac	  source	  that	  has	  preserved	  the	  attribution	  of	  the	  nickname	  Luke	  to	  Šemʿōn.	  	  
5.	  Account	  of	  Išōʿdnaḥ	  of	  Baṣrā	  	  Another	  Syriac	  source	   that	   contains	  a	  brief	  mention	  of	  Šemʿōn	   is	   the	  
Book	  of	  Chastity	  that	  presents	  a	  collection	  of	  149	  lives	  of	  most	  prominent	  East	  
                                                                                                                54	  Shillington	  2007,	  p.	  8;	  Strelan	  2008,	  p.	  90.	  55	  On	  it	  see	  Chapter	  III	  below.	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Syriac	  monks	  and	  solitaries.	  The	  text	  was	  written	  in	  the	  9th	  century	  by	  Išōʿdnaḥ,	  an	  East	  Syriac	  bishop	  of	  Baṣrā.	  	  A	  mention	  of	  Šemʿōn	  can	  be	  found	  in	  an	  account	  devoted	  to	  the	  life	  of	  Mar	  Gani.	  Thus,	  Išōʿdnaḥ	  narrates	  that	  ‘He	  [Mar	  Gani]	  was	  also	  testified	  by	  saint	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	  called	  Luke,	  who	  revealed	  his	  virtues’.	  	  Whereas	  the	  problems	  related	  to	  the	  text	  will	  be	  discussed	  below56,	  in	  the	  context	  of	   the	  present	  quest	   for	  biographical	   information	  on	  Šemʿōn,	   the	  account	  of	  Išōʿdnaḥ	  allows	  us	  to	  make	  the	  following	  deductions.	  First	  of	  all,	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  earlier	  discussed	  problem	  of	  the	  nickname	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  the	  evidence	  provided	  by	  Išōʿdnaḥ	  demonstrates	  that	  the	  nickname	  Luke	   was	   apparently	   very	  well	   known	   in	   the	   East	   Syriac	   tradition	   and	   that	  assosiation	  may	  indeed	  go	  back	  to	  Šemʿōn’s	  lifetime.	  	  Second,	  a	  mention	  of	  a	  certain	  composition	  (probably,	  a	  vita)	  of	  Šemʿōn	  written	   in	   honor	   of	   Mar	   Gani	   provides	   additional	   proof	   of	   Šemʿōn’s	   direct	  association	  with	  the	  monastery	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr.	  As	  we	  know,	  Mar	  Gani	  played	  a	  central	  role	  in	  the	  monastic	  life	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr,	  and	  it	  is	  safe	  to	  assume	  that	  Mar	  Gani	  was	  a	  venerated	  saint	  in	  the	  community	  founded	  by	  Rabban	  Šabūr.	  It	  is	  thus	  quite	  natural	  to	  see	  that	  a	  resident	  monk	  of	  the	  community	  extolled	  the	  deeds	  of	  the	  venerated	  (and	  maybe	  even	  patron)	  saint.	  Beside	  these	  two	  positive	  implications,	  there	  is	  still	  one	  more,	  albeit	  of	  negative	  nature.	  While	  reading	  the	  account	  of	  Išōʿdnaḥ,	  one	  is	  tempted	  to	  ask	  why	  he,	  being	  aware	  of	  Šemʿōn	  and	  his	  works,	  decided	  not	  to	  devote	  to	  him	  a	  special	  chapter?	  Indeed,	  it	  seems	  that	  such	  an	  inclusion	  would	  have	  been	  quite	  expectable,	  especially	  when	  one	  pays	  attention	  the	  presence	  of	  special	  chapters	  dealing	   with	   such	   monastic	   authors	   as	   Isaac	   of	   Nineveh	   (§124),	   Gregory	   of	  Cyprus	  (§12),	  Babai	  the	  Great	  (§39),	  Abraham	  of	  Nathpar	  (§43),	  Šūbḥālmāran	  (§58),	  Joseph	  Ḥazzāyā	  (§125),	  John	  of	  Dalyāthā	  (§126)	  and	  Martyrius	  Sahdōnā	  (§127).	  Basically,	  we	  see	  that	  almost	  all	  East	  Syriac	  monastic	  authors	  are	  listed,	  whereas	  Šemʿōn	  is	  not.	  Is	  it	  possible	  to	  find	  a	  reasonable	  explanation	  for	  that?	  
                                                                                                                56	  See	  Chapter	  II	  below.	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As	   far	   as	   the	   available	   evidence	   allows	   us	   to	   judge,	   there	   are	   neither	   in	   the	  biography	  nor	  in	  the	  texts	  of	  Šemʿōn	  any	  facts	  that	  might	  be	  responsible	  for	  him	  not	  being	  included	  in	  Išōʿdnaḥ’s	  Book	  of	  Chastity.	  It	  is,	  therefore,	  necessary	  to	  ascribe	  this	  omission	  to	  a	  deliberate	  decision	  of	  Išōʿdnaḥ,	  who,	  of	  course,	  did	  not	  intend	  to	  compile	  an	  exhaustive	  list	  of	  all	  East	  Syriac	  prominent	  monks.	  
6.	  Autobiographical	  information	  	  Some	  scarce	  evidence	  of	  biographical	  character	  can	  be	  also	  found	  in	  the	  original	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  a)	  The	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  contains	  a	  short	  piece	  entitled	  ‘A	  question	  that	  was	  asked	  of	  saint	  Rabban	  Šabūr’.	  It	  contains	  a	  story	  about	  a	  monk	  who	  came	  to	  Rabban	   Šabūr	   pleading	   for	   spiritual	  advice.	   Strangely,	  although	   the	   text	   says	  clearly	  that	   ‘a	  brother	  narrated	  [to	  me/us]:	   ‘once	  I	  went	  to	  saint	  Mar	  Rabban	  Šabūr’’	   ( ܐ0&Fh ܐ=9 ܕܐܙ@& !N!U @#ܬ JA*H9 %Bܝ ܪ!U 05#ܪ ),	   which	   does	   not	  presuppose	  a	  direct	  relationship	  between	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  and	  Šemʿōn,	  there	  were	  attempts	  to	  see	  in	  this	  account	  a	  proof	  of	  the	  fact	  that	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  was	  a	  direct	  spiritual	   director	   of	   Šemʿōn57.	   In	   fact,	   the	   way	   in	   which	   Rabban	   Šabūr	   is	  introduced	  in	  this	  piece,	  namely	  using	  such	  respectful	  words	  as	  ‘Mar’	  and	  ‘saint’	  proves	   the	   opposite.	   The	   usage	   of	   those	   epithets	   can	   be	  much	  more	   readily	  expected	   from	   a	   person	  who	   belongs	   to	   the	   next	   generation	   and,	   therefore,	  cannot	  be	  directly	  related	  to	  the	  addressee.	  Thus,	  the	  presence	  of	  this	  short	  story	  provides	  the	  evidence	  that	  firstly,	  Šemʿōn	  was	  not	  a	  contemporary	  of	  Rabaan	  Šabūr,	  and	  secondly,	  it	  grants	  first-­‐‑hand	   information	   that	   supports	   the	   direct	   relationship	   of	   Šemʿōn	   with	   the	  monastery	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr.	  There	  is,	  however,	  one	  more	  point	  of	  significance	  that	  requires	  further	  consideration.	  As	  noted	  by	  an	  editor	  of	   the	   text,	  Alphonse	  Mingana,	   the	   text,	  
                                                                                                                57	  Mingana	  1934,	  p.	  59,	  n.	  3.	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which	  is	  basically	  identical	  to	  the	  given	  passage,	  can	  be	  found	  also	  among	  the	  authentic	  works	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  Mingana	  was	  absolutely	  sure	  that	  ‘in	  both	  cases	  our	  present	  author	  is	  the	  source	  for	  the	  compiler	  of	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac’58.	  Another,	  more	  delicate	  but	  not	  decisive	  opinion	  was	  expressed	  by	  Paolo	  Bettiolo	  who	  used	  both	   texts	  by	  Šemʿōn	  and	  Isaac	  alike	   to	  indicate	   ‘la	  verisimiglianza	  dell’attribuzione	   e	   insieme	   la	   prossimità	   dei	   due	   autori	   nell’ambito	   di	   una	  tradizione	  comune’59.	  Since	  we	  are	  dealing	  with	  two	  similar	  passages	  found	  in	  the	  works	  of	  two	  contemporary	  authors,	  it	  is	  necessary	  in	  the	  context	  of	  the	  present	  study	  to	  raise	  the	  question	  of	  their	  relationship.	  Is	  it	  possible	  to	  attribute	  the	  story	  to	  one	  author	  from	  whose	  work	  it	  could	  have	  been	  borrowed	  later	  by	  another	  author?	  In	  my	   view,	   it	   is	   hardly	   possible	   to	   find	   a	   genuine	   author	   of	   the	   story,	   as	   it	  apparently	  belongs	  to	  an	  oral	  tradition	  that	  was	  circulating	  in	  the	  community	  of	  the	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  monastery.	  If	  one	  treats	  this	  story	  as	  such,	  then	  it	  is	  very	  easy	  to	  explain	  its	  appearance	  in	  the	  texts	  by	  Šemʿōn	  and	  Isaac.	  	  We	   know	   that	   Isaac	   of	   Nineveh	   lived	   at	   the	   same	   time	   as	   Šemʿōn	  (although	  Isaac	  was	  probably	  older),	  and	  it	  is	  sure	  that	  by	  the	  end	  of	  his	  life	  he	  resided	   in	   the	   Rabban	   Šabūr	   monastery60.	   Considering	   Šemʿōn	   and	   Isaac	   as	  contemporaries,	  who	  were	  residents	  of	   the	  monastery	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr,	   it	   is	  easy	  to	  imagine	  that	  both	  of	  them	  were	  aware	  of	  the	  local	  oral	  traditions	  that	  were	  related	  to	  the	  founder	  of	  the	  monastery.	  There	  is,	  therefore,	  no	  need	  to	  trace	  the	  original	  author	  of	  the	  story	  as	  both	  Šemʿōn	  and	  Isaac	  could	  easily	  pick	  up	  this	  apothegm	  and	  introduce	  it	  in	  their	  texts.	  	  Before	  we	  proceed	  to	  another	  piece	  of	  autobiographical	  information	  in	  the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  we	  need	  to	  pay	  attention	  to	  one	  aspect	  of	  Isaac’s	  life	  that	  will	  assist	  us	  in	  the	  discussion	  later	  on.	  As	  we	  know	  from	  the	  account	  of	  Išōʿdnaḥ	  of	   Baṣrā,	   Isaac,	   having	   left	   the	   bishop	   see	   of	   Nineveh	   in	   ca.	   680,	   first	   was	   a	  member	  of	  a	  group	  of	  solitaries	  on	  the	  mountain	  Matūt	  and	  afterwards	  moved	  
                                                                                                                58	  Mingana	  1934,	  p.	  9.	  59	  Bettiolo	  1988/89,	  p.	  118.	  60	  I	  will	  return	  later	  on	  to	  the	  discussion	  of	  the	  possible	  relationship	  between	  the	  two	  authors.	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to	  the	  monastery	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr.	  From	  Išōʿdnaḥ’s	  account	  one	  can	  infer	  that	  on	   the	  mountain	  Matūt	   there	  was	   a	  community	   –	  which	   certainly	  was	   not	   a	  monastery	   –	   of	   solitaries,	  who	   lead	   a	   solitary	   life.	   The	  monastery	   of	   Rabban	  Šabūr	  was	  situated	  nearby	  and	  had	  direct	  link	  with	  that	  community.	  Generally	  speaking,	   this	   dual	   structure	   of	  a	  monastery	  with	   an	  attached	   community	   of	  solitaries	  corresponds	  to	  the	  East	  Syriac	  monastic	  life	  of	  that	  time.	  Bearing	  in	  mind	  this	  trait	  of	  the	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  monastery,	  we	  can	  proceed	  to	  the	  next	  piece	  of	  biographical	  information	  about	  Šemʿōn.	  	  	  b.	  There	  are	  two	  consecutive	  chapters	  in	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  of	  Šemʿōn	  that	  provide	  some	  data	  relevant	  to	  the	  present	  study.	  In	   the	   first	  one	   (4/50)	  one	  can	  read	  a	   story	  of	  a	   ‘blessed	  Moses,	   the	  disciple	  of	  Saint	  John,	  the	  elder	  of	  <Mount>	  Matūt’	  ( 4#!Q9 %#09 ܬ@1"Aܗ ܕJA*H9 
*#=QU :59 ܕ%&ܘܬ ),	  who	  once	  encountered	  a	  sleeping	  person	  in	  a	  mountain	  cave	  and	  afterwards	  went	  to	  the	  elder	  to	  ask	  for	  an	  advice	  on	  what	  he	  should	  do.	  The	  next	  chapter	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  (4/51)	  contains	  a	  similar	  personal	  account	  concerning	  a	  visit	  made	  by	  a	  group	  of	  two	  monks	  to	  the	  same	  elder	  on	  mountain	  Matūt	  ( ܐ89 ܘ=A %U ܐ=̈9 @Z#ܪ< %&ܘܬ. ܨ*A ܗ89 :59 ).	  Since	  such	  biographical	  pieces	  are	  important	  for	  our	  knowledge	  about	  Šemʿōn,	  those	  two	  chapters	  have	  received	  some	  scholarly	  attention	  that	  can	  be	  summarized	   as	   follows.	   Gabriel	   Bunge	   treated	   both	   chapters	   as	   evidence	   in	  favour	  of	  Isaac’s	  authorship	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace,	  due	  to	  their	  correspondence	  to	  the	  account	  of	  Išōʿdnaḥ	  who	  relates	  that	  Isaac	  first	  resided	  with	  the	  solitaries	  on	  mountain	   Matūt	   and	   afterwards	   moved	   to	   the	   monastery	   of	   Rabban	   Šabūr.	  Bunge	  considered	  the	  accounts	  as	  pertaining	  to	  the	  period	  of	  Isaac’s	  life	  when	  moved	  to	  the	  monastery,	  but	  was	  still	  in	  contact	  with	  the	  solitaries.	  Finally,	  both	  chapters	  were	  treated	  by	  Bunge	  as	  belonging	  to	  the	  personal	  experience	  of	  the	  author,	  namely	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh61.	  
                                                                                                                61	  Bunge	  1985,	  p.	  12.	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A	  somewhat	  different	  position	  was	  held	  by	  Bettiolo.	  For	  Bettiolo,	  the	  real	  author	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  was	  Šemʿōn,	  and	  he	  considered	  both	  stories	  as	  Šemʿōn’s	  paraphrase	  of	   the	  stories	   that	  he	  had	  heard	   in	   the	  monastery.	  Both	  stories	  are,	  therefore,	  not	  accounts	  from	  personal	  experience	  of	  the	  author,	  but	  simply	   narrate	   about	   another	   monk’s	   experience62.	   On	   a	   different	   occasion,	  Bettiolo	  highlighted	  another	  important	  aspect	  of	  both	  passages.	  Based	  on	  their	  internal	   evidence,	   he	   admits	   that	   it	   is	   possible	   to	   see	   that	   a	   community	   of	  solitaries	  living	  in	  the	  neighborhood	  was	  attached	  to	  the	  monastery	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr.	  The	  monks	  in	  the	  monastery	  were	  guided	  by	  the	  solitaries.	  The	  monks	  also	  visited	  the	  solitaries	  seeking	  advice	  and	  relating	  them	  the	  local	  events63.	  The	  issue	  of	  the	  authenticity	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  will	  be	  discussed	  in	  a	  special	   chapter,	   and	   for	   the	   present	   purpose	   it	   will	   suffice	   to	   mention	   that	  according	  to	  the	  position	  of	  the	  present	  author	  there	  can	  be	  no	  doubt	  regarding	  Šemʿōn’s	  authorship	  of	  the	  text.	  Whereas	  regarding	  the	  issue	  of	  the	  origin	  of	  two	  chapters	  it	  is	  necessary	  attribute	  those	  to	  the	  common	  stock	  of	  stories	  that	  were	  circulating	  in	   the	  monastery	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr.	  Those	   two	  chapters	  should	  be	  treated	   similar	   to	   the	   fragment	   from	   the	  Book	   of	  Medicine	   presented	   earlier,	  namely	   that	   they	   are	   specimens	   of	   an	   oral	   tradition	   that	  was	   current	   in	   the	  monastery	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  at	  the	  time	  when	  Šemʿōn	  was	  residing	  there,	  i.e.	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  7th	  century.	  	  Another	  important	  feature	  of	  those	  two	  chapters	  is	  the	  fact	  that	  they	  are	  likely	  to	  illustrate	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  monastery	  and	  the	  community	  of	  solitaries	  as	  discussed	  above.	  The	  solitaries	  were,	  of	  course,	  more	  advanced	  monks	  (hence,	  a	  designation	  of	  John	  as	  ‘an	  elder/saba’),	  and	  it	  is	  natural	  to	  see	  a	  young	  monk	  being	  attached	  to	  a	  certain	  elder.	  The	  story	  Moses	  tells	  about	  what	  occurred	  during	  his	  travels	  perhaps	  may	  even	  serve	  as	  proof	  of	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  monastery	  and	  the	  solitaries.	  Thus,	  in	  order	  to	  ask	  
                                                                                                                62	  Bettiolo	  1992,	  p.	  9.	  63	  Bettiolo	  2002,	  p.	  332.	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his	  spiritual	  guide	  for	  an	  advice,	  a	  monk	  had	  to	  leave	  the	  monastery	  and	  go	  to	  the	  community.	  Šemʿōn	  could	  have	  come	  across	  those	  stories	  during	  his	  residence	  at	  the	  monastery,	   where	   he	   had	   the	   opportunity	   to	   communicate	  with	   the	  monks.	  There	  is	  however	  no	  information	  whatsoever	  that	  could	  allow	  us	  to	  admit	  that	  Šemʿōn	  not	  only	  resided	  in	  the	  monastery	  but	  also	  lived	  among	  the	  solitaries.	  	  
7.	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  and	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh:	  a	  possibility	  of	  
their	  mutual	  relationship	  	  A	  discussion	  of	  the	  texts	  of	  autobiographical	  character	  brought	  us	  to	  the	  issue	  that	  concerns	  the	  relationship	  between	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  and	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  Let	   us	   first	   have	   a	   look	   at	   the	   account	   about	   Isaac	   in	   the	   book	   of	  Išōʿdnaḥ.	   In	   his	   Book	   of	   Chastity	   Išōʿdnaḥ	   of	   Baṣrā	   relates	   that	   Isaac,	   after	  deliberate	   retirement	   from	   the	   bishop’s	   see	   of	   Nineveh,	   became	   a	   solitary	  ( 8#DB*Z9 )	  and	  ‘ascended	  the	  mountain	  Matūt64	  that	  surrounds	  the	  Bēth	  Hūzāyyē	  and	  resided	  with	  local	  solitaries’	  ( :S\ @Z#ܪ< ܕ%&ܘܬ ܕ%&DBܟ ^ܬܪ< ܕ!"& ܗܘܙ*̈9: 
ܘF1̣B F? 8#D]*Z9 ).	   Later	   ‘he	  went	   to	   the	  monastery	   of	  Rabban	   Šabūr’	   ( ܐ̣ܬ/ 
@2#%B< ܕܪ!U 05#ܪ ),	  and,	  being	  very	  old,	  departed	  from	  this	  world	  and	  ‘his	  body	  
                                                                                                                64	  It	  is,	  however,	  necessary	  to	  stress	  that	  the	  location	  of	  the	  mountain	  Matūt	  is	  not	  properly	  identified	  by	  modern	  scholarship	  and	  in	  addition	  to	  that,	  it	  is	  not	  clear	  how	  to	  correlate	  the	  mountains	  Matūt	  and	   Šuštar,	   both	   of	   which	   are	   witnessed	   to	   be	   located	   in	   near	   proximity	   to	   the	   Rabban	   Šabūr	  monastery.	  Fiey	  mentions	  that	  according	   to	  13th	  century	  Arabic	  historian	  Yāqūt	  a	  city	  Matūṯ	  was	  located	  somewhere	  between	  Sūq	  al-­‐‑Ahwāz	  and	  Qurqūb	  (Fiey	  1969,	  p.	  247	  n.	  131;	  cf.	  Chialà	  2002,	  p.	  57	  n.	  15).	  It	  is	  not	  clear	  if	  two	  toponyms	  are	  related	  to	  the	  one	  and	  the	  same	  location.	  If	  indeed	  so,	  then	  it	  may	  be	  worth	  noting	  two	  other	  references	  to	  the	  toponym	  Matūṯ	  that	  seem	  to	  have	  escaped	  the	   scholarly	  attention.	   Both	  of	   them	  can	   be	   found	   in	   the	   published	   part	  of	   the	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Maǧdal.	  Firstly,	  ‘People	  of	  Matūṯ’	  ( اﻫﻞ ﻣﺘﻮث )	  is	  mentioned	  in	  the	  context	  of	  the	  evangelization	  of	  the	  region	  that	  took	  place	  under	  patriarch	  Tomarsa	  (ca.	  363–71)	  (Gimondi	  1899,	  Maris	  textus	  arabicus,	  p.	  29,	  Gismondi	  1899,	  Maris	  versio	  latina,	  p.	  24).	  Secondly,	  it	  is	  said	  that	  Catholicos	  John	  bar	  Marta	  (680/1–83)	  ‘was	  buried	  in	  the	  city	  Matūṯ,	  which	  is	  on	  the	  road	  to	  Ǧondīsābūr’	  ( ودﻓﻦ ﺑﻤﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﻣﺘﻮث اﻟﺘﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ 
ﻃﺮﻳﻖ ﺟﻨﺪﻳﺴﺎﺑﻮر )	  (Gismondi	  1896,	  Amri	  et	  Slibae	  textus,	  p.	  58,	  Gismondi	  1897,	  Amri	  et	  Slibae	  textus,	  version	  latina,	  p.	  34).	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was	  buried	  in	  the	  Šabūr	  monastery’	  ( ܘܐܬܬ:"? RWBܗ !2#%B< ܕ05#ܪ )65.	  Moreover,	  Išōʿdnaḥ	  provides	  a	  helpful	  chronological	  indication	  when	  he	  states	  that	  Isaac	  was	  appointed	  to	  be	  a	  bishop	  by	  Catholicos	  Giwargis	  (661–680/1)	  and	  also	  that	  Isaac’s	  successor	  on	  the	  bishop’s	  see	  also	  abdicated	  from	  his	  office	  and	  became	  a	  solitary	  during	  the	  reign	  of	  Catholicos	  Ḥnanīšōʿ	  I	  (685/7–699/700).	  It	  is,	  thus,	  possible	  to	  place	  the	  time	  Isaac	  spent	  on	  Matūt	  as	  well	  as	  in	  the	  monastery	  in	  the	  last	  decades	  of	  the	  7th	  century	  and	  perhaps	  even	  beginning	  of	  the	  8th66.	  It	  also	  seems	  very	  likely	  that	  he	  had	  to	  move	  to	  the	  monastery	  due	  to	  his	  elderly	  age.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  we	  know	  that	  approximately	  at	  the	  same	  time,	  i.e.	  towards	  the	  end	  of	  the	  7th	  century,	  Šemʿōn	  was	  writing	  his	  treatises	  and	  was	  residing	  at	  the	  monastery	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr.	  Is	   it	   possible	   to	   establish	   a	   relationship	   between	   the	   two	   monastic	  writers	  given	  the	  lack	  of	  more	  precise	  chronological	  and	  historical	  data?	  The	  available	  chronological	  data	  suggest	  that	  Isaac	  must	  have	  been	  somewhat	  older	  than	  Šemʿōn,	  for	  he	  came	  to	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  as	  an	  old	  man.	  It	  is,	  therefore,	  very	  likely	   that	   Šemʿōn	   knew	   Isaac	   personally.	   The	   available	   evidence	   does	   not,	  however,	  allow	  us	  to	  argue	  whether	  being	  advanced	  monks,	  they	  were	  friends	  or	  if	  Isaac	  was	  the	  one	  who	  maybe	  even	  acted	  as	  a	  spiritual	  guide	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  	  Considering	  the	  profound	  spiritual	  authority	  that	  Isaac	  must	  have	  had	  on	  other	  monks,	  it	  is	  improbable	  that	  Šemʿōn	  could	  have	  escaped	  from	  Isaac’s	  influence.	  It	  may	  well	  be	  that	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  was	  written	  by	  Šemʿōn	  in	  the	  footsteps	  of	  the	  very	  similar	  Gnostic	  Chapters	  of	  Isaac	  that,	  as	  suggested	  by	  some	  scholars,	  belong	   to	  a	   later	  period	  of	   Isaac’s	   life,	  when	  Isaac	   lost	  his	   sight	  and	  must	  have	  dictated	  it67.	  A	  comparative	  study	  of	  the	  corpora	  of	  both	  authors	  –	  when	  available	  –	  will	  certainly	  contribute	  to	  the	  further	  exploration	  of	  this	  issue.	  	  
                                                                                                                65	  Edition:	  Chabot	  1896,	  pp.	  63–64.	  66	  This	  is	  the	  commonly	  accepted	  chronology	  of	  Isaac’s	  life	  (cf.	  Thomson	  1924,	  p.	  v	  and	  pp.	  xi–xii).	  67	  Bunge	  1985,	  p.	  13.	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8.	  A	  record	  on	  Šemʿōn	  in	  the	  book	  of	  Abraham	  Šeḵwānā	  	  The	  name	  of	  Šemʿōn	  appears	  also	  in	  a	  liturgical	  commentary	  written	  by	  Abraham	   Šeḵwānā	   (1849–1931).	   He	   is	   generally	   known	   as	   a	   scribe	   from	   a	  Chaldean	   scribal	   family	   in	   Alqoš,	   who	   copied	   a	   large	   number	   of	   Syriac	  manuscripts.	  What	   is	   less	   known	   is	   that	   Abraham	   also	   authored	   an	   original	  composition,	  entitled	  Book	  of	  Considerations	  on	  the	  Order	  of	  Church	  Services	  and	  
its	  Succession.	  The	  text	  begins	  with	  a	  historical-­‐‑theological	  introduction	  to	  the	  East	  Syriac	  ecclesiastical	  tradition,	  in	  which	  Abraham	  provides	  two	  curious	  lists:	  one	  of	  East	  Syriac	  Catholicoi	  and	  another	  one	  of	  the	  East	  Syriac	  writers.	  	  The	  list	  of	  authors	  consists	  of	  126	  names,	  and	  is	  purported	  to	  record	  only	   those	   personalities	  who	  were	   known	   to	   Abraham	   through	   their	   extant	  texts.	  In	  other	  words,	  Abraham	  maintains	  that	  he	  provides	  the	  names	  of	  those	  authors	  whose	  works	  were	  available	  to	  him,	  that	  is	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  19th	  century.	  Bearing	   in	  mind	   the	   scarce	   availability	   of	   original	   East	   Syriac	   texts,	   this	   list,	  provided	  that	  the	  statement	  of	  Abraham	  was	  true,	  might	  serve	  as	  an	  important	  indication	  for	  some	  lost	  works.	  The	  immediate	  importance	  of	  this	   list	   for	  the	  present	  study	  lies	  in	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  name	  of	  Šemʿōn	  also	  features	  on	  the	  list.	  	  Unfortunately,	  the	  record	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  name	  does	  not	  provide	  any	  new	  evidence	  for	  Šemʿōn	  in	  the	  Syriac	  tradition.	  I	  have	  studied	  the	  list	  elsewhere68	  and	  reached	  the	  conclusion	  that	  only	  in	  a	  few	  cases	  Abraham	  had	  access	  to	  the	  original	  works	  of	  the	  East	  Syriac	  authors	  that	  he	  put	  on	  the	  list.	  For	  example,	  we	  know	  that	  he	  worked	  with	  manuscripts	  from	  the	  collection	  of	   the	  monastery	  Notre	   Dame	   des	   Semences	   in	   Alqoš,	   whereas	   the	   majority	   of	   authors	   were	  known	  to	  him	  only	  indirectly,	  either	  from	  the	  Catalogue	  of	  Authors	  of	  ʿAbdīšōʿ	  of	  Nisibis	   (d.	   1318)	   or	   from	  various	  monastic	   histories,	   exegetical	   compilations	  and	  collections	  of	  liturgical	  poetry.	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  2011.	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An	  introduction	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  name	  may	  be	  explained	  not	  only	  because	  it	  features	  in	  the	  Catalogue	  of	  Authors	  of	  ʿAbdīšōʿ	  of	  Nisibis,	  but	  also	  by	  the	  fact	  that	   Abraham	   knew	   the	   works	   of	   Šemʿōn	   personally.	   As	   will	   be	   presented	  further	  in	  more	  detail,	  Abraham	  copied	  a	  selection	  from	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  using	  a	  unique	  ancient	  codex	  olim	  Alqoš/Vosté	  237	  (his	  copy	  survived	  till	  today	  and	  is	  known	  as	  Mingana	  syr.	  47)69.	  
9.	  Conclusions	  	  Regrettably,	  as	  of	  today	  there	  is	  no	  complete	  historical	  account	  on	  the	  life	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  Moreover,	  there	  is	  absolutely	  no	  evidence	  to	  assume	  that	  such	  an	  account	  has	  ever	  been	  written.	  Only	  rather	  brief	  records	  in	  the	  later	  Syriac	   works	   of	   historiographic	   and	   hagiographic	   character	   have	   survived.	  Additional	  data	  is	  provided	  by	  Šemʿōn’s	  works,	  either	  in	  their	  contents	  or	  in	  the	  subscription	  to	  the	  texts.	  The	  major	  problem	  for	  the	  study	  of	  the	  extant	  accounts	  is	   the	   probable	   confusion	   between	   Šemʿōn	   and	   a	   later	   medical	   writer,	   also	  named	  Šemʿōn,	  who	  was	  already	  rather	  early	  identified	  or	  confused	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	   tradition	   with	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	   Some	   extant	   accounts	   reflect	   this	  confusion.	  The	   preceding	   examination	   of	   the	   available	   accounts	   of	   the	   life	   of	  Šemʿōn	  permits	  us	  to	  draw	  the	  following	  conclusions	  about	  his	  life.	  Šemʿōn	  was	  an	  East	  Syriac	  monastic	  author	  whose	  floruit	  can	  be	  placed	  towards	   the	   end	   of	   the	   7th	   century,	   i.e.	   during	   the	   office	   of	   the	   East	   Syriac	  Catholicos	  Ḥnanīšōʿ	   I.	   Šemʿōn	  penned	  a	   number	   of	   texts	   that	   deal	  with	   such	  topics	   as	   monastic	   life,	   medicine	   and	   perhaps	   hagiography.	   Šemʿōn	   was	   a	  resident	  of	  the	  influential	  monastery	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  in	  the	  neighborhood	  of	  Šuštar,	  although	  it	  is	  unlikely	  that	  he	  was	  a	  direct	  disciple	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr,	  who	  must	   have	   died	   a	   few	   decades	   earlier.	   It	   is	   clear	   that	   Šemʿōn	   resided	   in	   the	  monastery,	  although	  there	  is	  not	  enough	  evidence	  to	  argue	  that	  he	  belonged	  to	  
                                                                                                                69	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  Chapter	  II.	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a	  special	  community	  of	   the	  solitaries	   that	   lived	  on	   the	  neighboring	  mountain	  Matūt,	   and	   which	   kept	   a	   close	   relationship	   with	   the	   monastery.	   Šemʿōn	  commemorated	   the	   life	   of	   Mar	   Gani,	   probably	   a	   local	   saint	   of	   the	   monastic	  community,	  in	  a	  special	  work.	  The	  extension	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  name	  (d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh)	  is	  related	   to	   the	   title	  of	  his	  main	  work	   (the	  Book	  of	  Grace).	  His	  keen	   interest	   in	  medical	   knowledge	   resulted	   in	   the	   fact	   that	   he	  was	  attributed	   the	   nickname	  Luke	  after	  apostle	  Luke	  who	  was	  traditionally	  considered	  to	  be	  a	  physician.	  This	  might	  have	  occurred	  already	  during	  Šemʿōn’s	  lifetime	  or	  very	  soon	  afterwards.	  Šemʿōn	  must	  have	  known	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  personally,	  i.e.	  when	  the	  latter	  was	  a	  solitary	  and	  later	  on,	  when	  he	  moved	  to	  the	  monastery.	  It	  is	  likely	  that	  Šemʿōn	  belonged	   to	   a	   slightly	   younger	   generation	   and	   that	   he	   was	   profoundly	  influenced	  by	  the	  spiritual	  authority	  of	  Isaac	  as	  well	  as	  by	  his	  works.	  Another,	   and	   this	   time	   negative,	   conclusion	   needs	   to	   be	   drawn	   to	  demonstrate	  what	  cannot	  be	  maintained	  about	  Šemʿōn.	  Contrary	  to	  what	  some	  accounts	  purport	  to	  tell,	  Šemʿōn	  was	  most	  probably	  never	  a	  medical	  practitioner	  nor	  a	   real	  medical	   scholar.	  The	  accounts	  of	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	  and	   Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  clearly	   reflect	   a	   longstanding	   confusion	   of	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	   the	   monastic	  author	   of	   the	   7th	   century,	  with	   another	  medical	   author,	   who	   lived	   later	   and	  authored	  some	  kind	  of	  a	  medical	  encyclopedia	  that	  enjoyed	  popularity	  in	  the	  early	  period	  of	  the	  development	  of	  Arabic	  medicine.	  Already	  by	  the	  10th	  century	  the	  names	  of	  both	  were	  confused	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition,	  and	  although	  by	  the	  13th	  century	  the	  medical	  encyclopedia	  must	  have	  disappeared	  from	  active	  circulation,	   the	   memory	   of	   this	   text	   was	   documented	   in	   a	   certain	   Arabic	  biographical	   source	   dealing	   with	   pre-­‐‑Islamic	   and	   early	   Islamic	   history	   of	  medicine.	  This	  particular	  text	  served	  as	  a	  source	  for	  both	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  and	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa,	  and	  it	  can	  be	  provisionally	  identified	  with	  an	  extended	  version	  of	  the	  Taʿrīḫ	  al-­‐‑Ḥukamāʾ	  of	  Ibn	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī.	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Chapter	  II.	  Minor	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  	  
1.	  Historical	  records	  about	  the	  literary	  heritage	  of	  Šemʿōn	  	  Apart	   from	  the	  manuscript	  witnesses	   to	   the	   literary	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  which	  provide	  texts	  either	  explicitly	  attributed	  to	  him	  or	  ascribed	  to	  another	  author	  that	   can	   nevertheless	   be	   proved	   to	   come	   from	   his	   hand,	   there	   are	   also	   two	  relevant	  historical	   records,	  as	  well	  as	  a	  number	  of	  quotations.	  In	   the	  present	  chapter	  I	  first	  deal	  with	  the	  records	  that	  are	  witnesses	  to	  the	  oeuvre	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  and	   afterwards	   I	   present	   a	   detailed	   overview	   of	   the	   authentic,	   dubious	   and	  spurious	   texts	   providing	   the	   available	   manuscript	   evidence	   for	   each	   one	   of	  them.	  	  
a.	  The	  Record	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  (d.	  1286)	  	  As	  demonstrated	  earlier,	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  offers	  us	  the	  earliest	  known	  documentary	  evidence	  for	  the	  identity	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  However,	  his	  record	  contains	  also	  a	  record	  about	  one	  work	  of	  Šemʿōn	  that	  is	  described	  in	  the	  following	  way:	  ‘a	  book	  on	  the	  monastic	  way	  of	  life’.	  The	  fact	  that	  expression	  ʾal	  dairāyūtā	  does	  not	  represent	  the	  title	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  work,	  but	  rather	  describes	  its	  subject,	  is	  clearly	  indicated	  by	  the	  following	  statement	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō:	  ‘[Šemʿōn]	  was	  called	  after	  the	  name	  of	   his	   book’.	   We	   know	   that	   the	   name	   of	   Šemʿōn	   can	   usually	   be	   found	  supplemented	  by	  the	  epithet	  d-­‐‑ṭaibūtēh,	   literally	   ‘of	  his	  grace’.	  This	  epithet,	   if	  taken	  without	   additional	  evidence,	   suggests	   that	   it	  was	   applied	   to	   Šemʿōn	   in	  order	  to	  stress	  that	  he	  had	  achieved	  a	  state	  of	  spiritual	  perfection.	  Indeed,	  it	  is	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this	   interpretation	   that	  was	   followed	   by	   some	   scholars1.	   It	   is,	   however,	   not	  correct.	  Only	  with	  the	  emergence	  of	  the	  first	  studies	  dealing	  with	  the	  Book	  of	  
Grace	   in	   the	   70s,	   one	   could	   clearly	   recognize	   a	   reference	   to	   that	   text	   in	   the	  epithet	  d-­‐‑ṭaibūtēh	  (see	  Chapter	  IV).	  	  Hence,	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  provides	  us	  with	  a	  reference	  to	  the	  opus	  magnum	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  while	  noting	  that	  it	  deals	  with	  the	  ‘monastic	  way	  of	  life’,	  and	  it	  is	  after	  the	  title	  of	  that	  particular	  text	  that	  Šemʿōn	  had	  been	  named2.	  	  
b.	  The	  Record	  of	  ʿAbdīšōʿ	  of	  Nisibis	  (d.	  1318)	  	  The	  value	  of	  the	  record	  of	  the	  East	  Syriac	  Metropolitan	  of	  Nisibis	  ʿAbdīšōʿ,	  which	  can	  be	  found	  in	  his	  Catalogus	  librorum,	  is	  hard	  to	  overestimate,	  for	  he	  offers	  to	  us	  a	  list	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  works	  that	  he	  was	  aware	  of	  while	  writing	  his	  work	  in	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  14th	  century3.	  	  	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtā,	  he	  [wrote]	  	  a	  book	  on	  the	  monastic	  way	  of	  life,	  	  another	  about	  medicine	  	  and	  an	  explanation	  of	  the	  mysteries	  of	  the	  cell.	  
012#ܢ ܕ4"5#ܬ/ ܐ*& @I	  
D&!9 =A ܕFG ܕܘ!B< 
ܘܐ=B89 ܕFG ܐ:"#ܬ/ 
ܘR#0\ Mܐܙ/ ܕJS"&/	  	  The	   editor	   of	   ʿAbdīšōʿ’s	  Catalogus,	   Assemani,	  while	   always	   trying	   to	  provide	  references	  to	  the	  available	  manuscripts	  of	  a	  particular	  Syriac	  text,	  could	  not	  help	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  present	  record	  but	  quoted	  the	  record	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  
                                                                                                                1	  See,	  for	  example,	  Budge’s	  translation:	  ‘whose	  goodness	  is	  well	  known’	  (Budge	  1932,	  p.	  57).	  2	  For	  this	  text,	  see	  Chapter	  IV.	  3	  Assemani	  1725,	  p.	  181.	  There	  is	  no	  critical	  edition	  of	  the	  Catalogue.	  Other	  available	  editions	  (based	  on	  different	  manuscripts)	  provide	  the	  same	  text	  (Ecchellensis	  1653,	  p.	  86,	  Bēt	  Qelāytā	  1924,	  p.	  77,	  Habbi	   1986,	   p.	   96)	   except	   for	   Badger,	  who	   is,	  most	   probably,	   simply	   too	   free	   in	   his	   translation	  (Badger	  1852,	  p.	  375).	  Furthermore,	  the	  same	  text	  is	  witnessed	  by	  a	  manuscript	  that	  is	  in	  the	  private	  possession	  of	  P.	  Haddad	  in	  the	  Chaldean	  Church	  of	  St.	  Joseph	  (the	  collection	  is	  not	  catalogued,	  see	  on	  it	  Habbi	  1997,	  p.	  372;	  for	  a	  facsimile	  reproduction	  of	  a	  relevant	  folio	  see	  plate	  13	  of	  the	  Tribute	  
to	  Arthur	  Vööbus).	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presented	   supra4,	   since	   no	   texts	   attributed	   to	   Šemʿōn	   were	   known	   to	   him.	  Moreover,	  being	  influenced	  by	  the	  record	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō,	  who	  presents	  Šemʿōn	  as	  a	  physician,	  Assemani	  was	  even	  hesitating	  whether	  the	  text	  ‘on	  the	  monastic	  way	  of	  life’	  (ʿal	  dubbārā)	  might	  deal	  with	  medicine	  or	  with	  monasticism5.	  Since	  some	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  became	  available	  in	  the	  course	  of	  the	  20th	  century,	  there	  have	  been	  proposed	  identifications	  for	  the	  texts	  referred	  to	  by	  
ʿAbdīšōʿ.	  If	  there	  were	  some	  doubts	  regarding	  the	  ‘book	  on	  medicine’	  of	  Šemʿōn6,	  another	   two	   texts,	   ‘on	   the	   monastic	   way	   of	   life’	   and	   ‘an	   explanation	   of	   the	  mysteries	  of	  the	  cell’,	  were	  safely	  identified	  as	  corresponding	  to	  the	  extant	  Book	  
of	  Grace	  and	  the	  Homily	  on	  the	  Consecration	  of	  the	  Cell7.	  What	  remains	  unclear	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  record	  of	  ʿAbdīšōʿ	  is	  whether	  he	  personally	  knew	  those	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  or	  whether	  he	  was	  following	  certain	  (may	   be	   historiographic?)	   sources.	   To	   get	   to	   know	   that	   is	   very	   important	  because,	  as	   it	  will	  be	  demonstrated	  below,	  only	  one	  out	  of	  those	  three	  works	  (Homily	  on	  the	  Consecration	  of	  the	  Cell)	  has	  reached	  us	  in	  its	  original	  East	  Syriac	  version	  as	  well	  as	  with	  an	  explicit	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn.	  Among	  the	  other	  two,	  one	  (Book	  of	  Grace)	  has	  survived	  in	  a	  number	  of	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscripts	  with	   an	   attribution	   to	   Isaac	   of	   Ninveh,	   and	   the	   other	   (Book	   of	   Medicine)	   is	  preserved	  only	  partially.	  Thus,	  provided	  that	  ʿAbdīšōʿ	  indeed	  had	  access	  to	  all	  three	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  we	  could	  infer	  that	  they	  continued	  to	  circulate	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	   tradition	  up	   to	   the	  14th	   century.	  Any	  decisive	  statement	  about	   that,	  as	  already	  stated,	  must	  remain	  purely	  speculative.	  To	  sum	  up,	  what	  one	  can	  find	  in	  ʿAbdīšōʿ’s	  list	  is	  an	  enumeration	  of	  the	  three	  main	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  (Book	  of	  Grace,	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  and	  Homily	  on	  the	  
Consecration	  of	  the	  Cell),	  all	  three	  of	  which	  were	  either	  directly	  available	  to	  him	  or	  were	  picked	  up	  in	  a	  certain	  secondary	  source	  that	  dealt	  with	  Šemʿōn.	  
                                                                                                                4	  Assemani	  1725,	  p.	  181,	  note	  4.	  5	  Assemani	  1725,	  p.	  181,	  note	  5.	  6	  See	  Chapter	  III	  below.	  7	  Vosté	  1929,	  pp.	  197–198,	  Habbi	  1986,	  p.	  93,	  note	  106,	  Beulay	  [1987],	  p.	  203.	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  In	  the	  present	  Chapter	  I	  will	  examine	  the	  extant	  manuscript	  evidence	  for	   the	   last	   work	   from	   ʿAbdīšōʿ’s	   record,	   and	   I	   will	   supplement	   it	   with	   a	  discussion	  of	  a	  few	  other	  relevant	  texts,	  whereas	  the	  other	  two	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  from	  ʿAbdīšōʿ’s	  will	  be	  dealt	  with	  in	  the	  next	  chapters.	  	  
2.	  Works.	  Authentic	  
a.	  Homily	  on	  the	  Consecration	  of	  the	  Cell	  	  The	  text	  of	  the	  Homily	  became	  known	  for	  the	  first	  time	  in	  1929	  thanks	  to	  the	  detailed	   description	   of	   the	   manuscript	   olim	   Notre	   Dame	   des	   Semences	   237	  provided	  by	  Jaque-­‐‑Marie	  Vosté8,	  who	  rightly	  supposed	  that	  it	  is	  the	  same	  text	  that	  was	  referred	  to	  by	  ʿAbdišoʿ	  as	  An	  Explanation	  of	  the	  Mysteries	  of	  the	  Cell9.	  	  The	  Homily	  is	  attested	  both	  in	  its	  complete	  form	  and	  in	  fragments.	  All	  the	   extant	  manuscripts	   that	   contain	   the	   full	   text	   of	   the	  Homily	   were	   copied	  directly	  from	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237.	  	  
i.	  Baghdad,	  Chaldean	  monastery	  syr.	  680	  (1289,	  monastery	  of	  Rabban	  Hormizd),	  quire	  6,	  p.	  9	  –	  quire	  7,	  p.	  19	  (olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237)10	  An	  East	  Syriac	  monastic	  miscellany	  of	  extraordinary	  significance	  for	  its	  unique	  selection	  of	  monastic	  texts.	  It	  will	  be	  studied	  in	  more	  detail	  below. 	  Title:	   ܬܘܒ %a%B< %#ܬܪ89 ܕ%&JB< !"#ܡ J#ܕܫ JS"&/ DA 8̇e\ ܐ=9 %̣U JQ#!"̈U: ܕF5"A 
@YA*H9 %Bܝ 012#ܢ ܕ4"5#ܬܗ ܕ%&DQ9 @#J9 ܬ@1"Aܗ ܕܪ!U 05#ܪ ܗܘܙ*9  
                                                                                                                8	  Vosté	  1929,	  pp.	  150–151.	  9	  Vosté	  1929,	  pp.	  197–198.	  10	  Vosté	  1929,	  pp.	  91–92,	  Vosté	  1929,	  Ḥaddad	  –	  Ishaq	  1988,	  pp.	  324–326.	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The	  profitable	  mēmrā	  that	  is	  read	  on	  the	  day	  of	  the	  consecration	  of	  the	  cell,	  when	  a	  brother	  leaves	  the	  coenobium	  written	  by	  holy	  Mar	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	  called	  Luke,	  the	  disciple	  of	  Rabban	  Šabur	  Hūzāyā.	  Incipit:  @[S#^ ܪܘ=Q9 ܕܐ=#ܢ ܗ89: ܕRBܫ 8eHI @1#ܬ!9 ܕJS"&/ ܐܙܕ%QU *#%Q9 	  Desinit:	   %̣U =S"#ܬ/ ܐ@I*&/ ܕ%25A< @W# %̣QU: ܕ^@I/ ܬ05#=&/ ܘܪܘ%B%9 ܘ:WAܬ/. 
ܘFG DQHU M=1#ܗܝ ܘ=QQI 8H&R2#ܢ ܗ09 ܘ!`SN!U ܘ@2S? FS1"U ܐ%"U ܘܐ%"U  	  
ii.	   Baghdad,	   Chaldean	   monastery	   syr.	   681	   (olim	   Notre	   Dame	   des	  Semences/Vosté	  238;	  1909,	  Alqōš)11	  A	  copy	  of	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237	  (i).	  	  
iii.	  Vat.	  sir.	  509	  (1928,	  Alqōš)12,	  ff.	  50v–61r	  A	  copy	  of	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237	  (i).	  
	  
iv.	  Mingana	  syr.	  601	  (1932,	  Alqōš)13,	  ff.	  70v–85r	  A	  copy	  of	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237	  (i).	  	  
v.	  Mosul,	  Dominican	  Monastery	  311	  (1935),	  pp.	  1–2314	  A	  partial	  copy	  of	  the	  copy	  of	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237	  (i).	  	  An	  almost	   identical	   fragment	   from	  the	  Homily	   appears	   in	   two	  manuscripts	  –	  Mingana	   syr.	   8615	   and	   Mardin	   Orth.	   420	   –	   both	   of	   which	   are	   monastic	  miscellanies	  of	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  origin.	  	  	  
vi.	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  (15th	  c.)16	  
                                                                                                                11	  The	  manuscript	  was	  not	  accessible	  for	  study.	  Vosté	  1929,	  p.	  92,	  Ḥaddad	  –	  Ishāq	  1988,	  p.	  327.	  12	  Van	  Lantshoot	  1965,	  pp.	  40–42.	  13	  Mingana	  1933,	  coll.	  1146–1153.	  14	  The	  manuscript	  was	  not	  accessible	  for	  study.	  See	  a	  catalogue	  description	  Soni	  1997,	  ad	  loc.	  15	  The	  fragment	  in	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  was	  first	  identified	  in	  Bettiolo	  1992,	  p.	  17.	  16	  Mingana	  1933,	  cols.	  212–217.	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The	  codex	  in	  its	  present	  form	  is	  made	  up	  of	  two	  parts	  coming	  from	  two	  different	  manuscripts.	   Neither	   of	   these	   parts	   represents	   a	   complete	   manuscript.	  Moreover,	  the	  sets	  of	  folios	  from	  both	  of	  them	  are	  intermingled	  between	  each	  other,	  thus	  complicating	  the	  analysis	  of	  the	  texts.	  The	  fragment	  can	  be	  found	  in	  the	  part	  that	  comes	  from	  a	  more	  recent	  manuscript,	  which	  was	  estimated	  by	  Mingana	  to	  have	  been	  written	  in	  the	  middle	  of	  the	  15th	  century.	  	  Fols.	  8v–12v	  Title:	   ܕܐ!9 ܐ*T[\ ܕ8"Q#/ 	  Incipit:	   ܐ8& ܕ*U =5"5U. ܕܪܫ 8eHk ܕܐ%"Qa*& !2l*Q9  Desinit:	   ܐܘܪ=9 ܕ%S"9 4"5#ܬ/ ܘM=19  Content:	   correspond	   to	   Baghdad	   codex,	   quire	   7,	   p.	   7	   –	   12	   or	   §§	   29–37	   of	  Bettiolo’s	  translation.	  	  
vii.	  Mardin	  Orth.	  420	  (olim	  Dayr	  al-­‐‑Zaʿfaran/Dolabani	  110;	  1473/4)17	  An	  extensive	  collection	  of	  ascetic	  and	  mystical	  texts	  written	  in	  the	  Tur	  ʿAbdin	  region.	  	  Pp.	  409,	  col.	  2	  –	  413,	  col.	  2	  Title:	   ܬܘܒ ܕ%Bܝ ܐ*T[\ ܕ8"Q#/  Incipit:	   ܐ8& ܕ*U =5"5U ܕܪܫ 8eHk. ܕܐ%"Qa*& !2l*Q9 	  Desinit:	   ܘ@1B*Bܘܬܗܘܢ ![S"#ܬܟ. ܘ@[lܪܗܘܢ !He"#ܬܟ 	  Content:	   correspond	   to	   Baghdad	   codex,	   quire	   7,	   p.	   7	   –	   13	   or	   §§	   29–37	   of	  Bettiolo’s	  translation.	  	  The	  text	  of	  the	  fragment	  roughly	  covers	  one	  fifth	  of	  the	  complete	  text.	  Due	  to	  a	  loss	  of	  a	  folio,	  the	  text	  of	  the	  fragment	  in	  the	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  ends	  a	   little	  bit	  earlier.	  
                                                                                                                17	  Dolabany	  1994,	  pp.	  67–76.	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An	  important	  trait	  of	  both	  manuscripts	  that	  contain	  a	  fragment	  is	  that,	  in	   contrast	   to	   the	   manuscripts	   with	   complete	   text,	   they	   provide	   an	   explicit	  attribution	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (‘Of	  Abba	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh’).	  	  The	   situation	   concerning	   the	   models	   that	   were	   used	   for	   those	   two	  manuscripts	   is	  different.	  Mardin	  Orth.	  420	  was	  certainly	  copied	  from	  another	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  collection(s)	  of	  ascetic	  and	  mystical	  content.	  For	  that	  reason,	  the	  presence	  of	  a	  fragment	  from	  the	  Homily	  in	  that	  particular	  manuscript	  serves	  as	   a	   clear	   indication	   of	   its	   circulation	  with	   attribution	   to	   Isaac	   in	   the	   Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu	  prior	  to	  the	  15th	  century.	  	  As	   far	   as	   Mingana	   syr.	   86	   is	   concerned,	   the	   situation	   is	   a	   bit	   more	  complicated.	   Although	   the	   fragment	   is	   preserved	   in	   a	   manuscript	   of	   Syrian	  Orthodox	   origin,	   there	  are	   some	  hints	   that	   point	   to	   the	   close	   relation	   of	   the	  recent	  part	  (which	  contains	  our	  fragment)	  of	  the	  manuscript	  to	  the	  East	  Syriac	  manuscript	   tradition18.	  That	  observation	  gives	  us	   reasonable	  grounds	   for	   the	  assumption	  that	  the	  more	  recent	  part	  of	  the	  codex	  is	  fairly	  closely	  related	  to	  the	  East	  Syriac	  manuscript	  tradition.	  In	  other	  words,	  the	  text	  of	  the	  recent	  part	  of	  Mingana	   syr.	   86	   (ca.	   15th	   c.)	   is	   a	   witness	   to	   an	   intermediary	   period	   in	   the	  reception	  history	  of	  the	  East	  Syriac	  text	  by	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition.	  This	  period	  can	  be	  roughly	  limited	  to	  13th	  century.	  	  If	   manuscript	   Mingana	   syr.	   86	   is	   indeed	   related	   to	   the	   East	   Syriac	  tradition,	   one	  may	  wonder	  why	   in	   the	  course	   of	   the	   transition	   to	   the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition	  the	  name	  of	  the	  original	  author	  (Šemʿōn)	  was	  substituted	  with	  the	  name	  of	  Isaac	  and	  not	  with	  any	  other	  name.	  The	  plausible	  explanation	  of	   such	   a	   substitution	   can	   be	   drawn,	   in	   the	   case	   of	   the	   given	   text,	   from	   the	  
                                                                                                                18	  Let	  me	  provide	  just	  one,	  but	  a	  vivid	  example.	  F.	  1rv	  of	  the	  manuscript	  under	  consideration	  contains	  a	  fragment	  from	  the	  8th	  homily	  of	  the	  First	  Part	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  Curiously	  enough,	  contrary	  to	  the	  common	  feature	  of	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript	  tradition	  of	  the	  treatise	  that	  omits	  the	  name	  of	  Evagrios	  in	  that	  place,	  the	  text	  of	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  in	  the	  relevant	  place	  does	  contain	  it	  and	  thus,	  concurs	  with	  the	  East	  Syriac	  recension	  (the	  passage	  can	  be	  found	  on	  p.	  106	  of	  Bedjan’s	  edition).	  Although	   the	  editor	  does	  not	  provide	  a	  variant	  reading	  found	  in	  the	  witnesses	  that	  represent	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  recension,	  the	  absence	  of	  Evagrios’	  name	  is	  supported,	  for	  example,	  by	  Vat.	  sir.	  124,	  f.	  74v	  and	  Mardin	  Orth.	  195,	  p.	  52.	  Concerning	  the	  possible	  background	  of	  the	  absence	  of	  the	  name	  of	  Evagrios	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition,	  see	  Kessel	  2010.	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observation	  of	  the	  adjacent	  texts	  of	  the	  more	  recent	  part	  of	  the	  Mingana	  syr.	  86.	  Thus,	  one	  can	  see	  that	  the	  fragment	  from	  Šemʿōn’s	  Homily	   is	   followed	  by	  the	  fragments	  that	  were	  culled	  from	  different	  authentic	  works	  of	  Isaac	  (namely,	  the	  
First	  and	  Second	  parts).	  	  This	   observation	   enables	   us	   to	   assume	   that	   the	   texts	   of	   Isaac	   and	  Šemʿōn’s	  Homily	  were	  present	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  protograph,	  to	  which	  the	  recent	  part	  of	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  is	  related19.	  Hence,	  it	  is	  not	  difficult	  to	  imagine	  how	  the	  scribe	  of	  a	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript,	  who	  used	  an	  East	  Syriac	  manuscript	  as	  a	  model,	  simply	  replaced	  the	  name	  of	  an	  unknown	  East	  Syriac	  author	  (i.e.	  an	  author	  of	  another	  ecclesiastical	  affiliation)	  with	  that	  of	  Isaac,	  whose	  works	  were	  present	   in	   the	   same	   manuscript	   and	   whose	   name	   was	   familiar	   to	   Syrian	  Orthodox	   monks	   at	   least	   from	   the	   12th	   century	   onwards,	   and	  whose	  works	  almost	   immediately	   became	   authoritative	   in	   the	   Syrian	   Orthodox	   monastic	  tradition.	  	   In	  conclusion,	  we	  can	  state	  that	  the	  text	  of	  the	  Homily	  is	  preserved	  in	  both	  East	  Syriac	  and	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscripts.	  However,	  thanks	  to	  codex	  
olim	   Notre	   Dame	   des	   Semences	   237	   we	   are	   today	   in	   the	   possession	   of	   the	  complete	  text	  with	  an	  explicit	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn.	  Without	  it	  (and	  its	  modern	  copies)	  we	  would	  not	  only	  not	  have	  a	  complete	  copy	  of	  the	  Homily,	  but,	  and	  what	  is	  not	   less	  dramatic,	   it	  would	  be	  very	  difficult	  to	  assess	  the	  attribution	  of	  the	  fragment	   from	   the	   Homily	   to	   Isaac,	   as	   found	   in	   two	   Syrian	   Orthodox	  manuscripts.	  Finally,	  it	  is	  worth	  adding	  that	  the	  contents	  of	  the	  Homily	  were	  studied	  by	   Beulay20	   and	   Chialà21,	   and	   that	   there	   are	   a	   French22	   and	   two	   Italian	  translations23	  of	  the	  text.	  	  
                                                                                                                19	  On	  that	  see	  also	  below.	  20	  Beulay	  [1987],	  pp.	  203–206.	  21	  Chialà	  2009.	  22	  Louf	  2002.	  23	  Bettiolo	  1992,	  pp.	  134–169;	  Chialà	  2004.	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b.	  Profitable	  Counsels	  and	  its	  Sogdian	  version	  
	  Anton	  Baumstark	  was	  the	  first	  to	  recognize	  the	  existence	  of	  Profitable	  Counsels	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh24.	  His	  information	  was	  derived	  from	  the	  Catalogue	  of	  the	  Chaldean	  Archbishopric	  Library	   in	  Siirt	   (Turkey),	  compiled	  by	  Addai	  Scher25.	  The	  codex	  that	  Baumstark	  referred	  to	  had	  number	  109	  and	  was	  the	  only	  copy	  of	  the	  text	  that	  the	  learned	  German	  scholar	  managed	  to	  find26.	  Since	  almost	  the	  entire	  collection	  of	  Siirt	  was	  destroyed	  during	  the	  First	  World	  War,	  one	  can	  only	  regret	  that	  the	  manuscript	  is	  no	  longer	  accessible	  for	  examination27.	  As	  a	  result	  of	   the	   loss	   of	   this	   unique	   textual	  witness,	   the	  Counsels	   of	   Šemʿōn	  have	   been	  neglected	  by	  the	  modern	  scholarship.	  Nevertheless,	  the	  quest	  for	  additional	  witnesses	  of	  Profitable	  Counsels	  has	  resulted	  in	  following.	  Šarfeh	  Raḥmānī	  80	  is	  another	  copy	  of	  the	  text	  that	  has	  survived,	  it	  is	  housed	  nowadays	  in	  the	  library	  of	  the	  Syriac	  Catholic	  Patriarchal	  Residence	  in	  Šarfeh	  (Lebanon).	  The	  manuscript	  is	  of	  East	  Syriac	  provenance	  and	  is	  very	  similar	  to	  the	  Siirt	  codex	  in	  its	  content.	  To	  put	  it	  more	  precisely,	  relying	  on	   the	   description	   of	   Scher	   on	   can	   say	   that	   the	   contents	   of	   Raḥmānī	   80	  correspond	  to	  the	  first	  63	  folios	  of	  the	  Siirt	  109,	  and	  it	  thus	  covers	  approximately	  half	  of	  the	  latter’s	  content.	  Since	  Siirt	  109	  is	  lost	  there	  is	  no	  possibility	  to	  collate	  the	   two	   manuscripts	   in	   order	   to	   establish	   the	   precise	   relationship	   between	  them.	   Nevertheless,	   the	   remarkable	   affinity	   in	   the	   composition	   of	   the	   two	  manuscripts	  strongly	  suggests	  that	  Raḥmānī	  80	  was	  either	  copied	  from	  a	  model	  that	  was	  very	  closely	  related	  to	  Siirt	  109,	  or	  was	  directly	  copied	  from	  the	  Siirt	  codex28.	  
                                                                                                                24	  Baumstark	  1922,	  p.	  210	  and	  p.	  61	  n.	  5.	  25	   Scher	   1905,	   pp.	   77–79.	   Addai	   Scher	  was	   partially	   drawing	   upon	   an	   earlier	   description	   of	   the	  collection	  by	  Ilyās	  Šīr.	  The	  handwritten	  catalogue	  remains	  unpublished.	  For	  its	  Arabic	  translation,	  see	  Ḥaddād	  1977.	  26	  J.-­‐‑M.	  Vosté	  refers	  few	  years	  later	  to	  the	  same	  codex	  (Vosté	  1929,	  p.	  198).	  27	   Fortunately,	   thirteen	   manuscripts	   from	   the	   collection	   were	   transferred	   to	   the	   Bibliothèque	  Nationale	  de	  France.	  See	  Desreumaux	  1991,	  pp.	  230–231.	  28	  For	  justice’s	  sake,	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  notice	  that	  Šarfeh	  Raḥmānī	  80	  has	  been	  treated	  occasionally	  scholars	  dealing	  with	  the	  Cause	  of	  the	  Foundation	  of	  the	  Schools	  of	  Barḥadbšabbā.	  However,	  while	  Vööbus	  used	  the	  codex	  as	  one	  of	  the	  text’s	  witnesses	  (Vööbus	  1965),	  Becker	  has	  recently	  assumed	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With	  regard	  to	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	  both	  witnesses	  of	  the	  Counsels,	  Siirt	  109	  and	  Šarfeh	  Raḥmānī	  80,	  are	  also	  important	  because	  they	  contain	  a	  fragment	  from	  another	  work	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  namely,	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  (see	  Chapter	  III).	  
	  
Manuscript	  evidence	  	  There	  are	  two	  manuscript	  witnesses	  to	  this	  work	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  However,	  since	  the	  Siirt	  manuscript	  is	  lost,	  the	  real	  evidence	  is	  provided	  only	  by	  Šarfeh	  Raḥmānī	  80.	  This	  manuscript	  contains	  two	  sets	  of	  counsels	  that	  follow	  each	  other.	  The	  first	  (longer)	  one	  is	  explicitly	  attributed	  to	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	  while	  the	  second	  (smaller)	  one	  lacks	  any	  attribution	  whatsoever	  and	  therefore	  its	  authorship	  is	  not	  absolutely	  clear.	  	  	  
i.	  Siirt	  109	  (1609)29	  A	  sizable	  East	  Syriac	  collection	  of	  varied	  content:	  works	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  Barḥadbšabbā,	  Bābai	  the	  Great,	  Ephrem,	  Šemʿōn,	  Bābai	  of	  Nisibis	  and	  others.	   General	   title:	   D&!9 ܕ@#̈JZ9 	   –	   the	   Book	   of	   Collections.	   Copied	   at	   the	  monastery	  of	  Jacob	  the	  Recluse	  at	  the	  time	  of	  the	  Metropolitan	  Eliya	  in	  160930.	  The	  description	  of	  Ilyās	  Šīr	  provides	  further	  details	  about	  the	  scribe31,	  whose	  name	  was	  Thomas,	  son	  of	  the	  priest	  Joseph	  from	  the	  Gāzartā	  region32.	  Although	  Addai	  Scher	  only	  provides	  the	  French	  translation	  of	  the	  title,	  its	  Syriac	  original	  
                                                                                                                that	   the	  Šarfeh	  manuscript	  was	  copied	   from	  Vat.	   sir.	   507	   (Becker	  2008,	   pp.	   167–168).	  This	  was	  inferred	  from	  the	  singularities	  of	  the	  two	  manuscripts	  (Becker	  did	  not	  have	  access	  to	  Raḥmānī	  80	  and	  used	  the	  data	  provided	  by	  the	  description	  of	  Sōnī).	  It	   is	  not	  possible,	  however,	  to	  agree	  with	  Becker’s	  assumption,	  because	  a	  comparison	  of	  Šarfeh	  Raḥmānī	  80	  and	  Vat.	  sir.	  507	  clearly	  shows	  the	  obvious	  difference	  between	  them.	  Whereas	  Vat.	  sir.	  507	  contains	  the	  Cause	  of	  the	  Foundation	  of	  
the	  Schools	  only,	  Raḥmānī	  80	  has	  much	  more	  extensive	  contents	  what	  makes	  it	  unlikely	  to	  see	  in	  Vat.	  sir.	  507	  a	  model	  of	  Raḥmānī	  80.	  	  29	  Scher	  1905,	  pp.	  77–79.	  30	  Being	  the	  residence	  of	  Chaldean	  patriarchs	  and	  bishops,	  the	  monastery	  of	  Mār	  Yaʿqōb	  the	  Recluse	  is	   documented	   as	   playing	   an	   important	   role	   from	   the	   second	   half	   of	   the	   16th	   century	   till	   its	  destruction	  during	  the	  First	  World	  War.	  See	  for	  its	  history	  Wilmshurst	  2000,	  pp.	  94–97.	  31	  Ḥaddād	  1977,	  pp.	   29–30.	  The	  description	  of	   Ilyās	  Šīr	   reproduces	  also	  a	  note	   (lacking	   in	  Scher	  1905)	  that	  deals	  with	  the	  history	  of	  the	  Chaldean	  Church	  during	  the	  second	  half	  of	  the	  16th	  century.	  32	  He	  is	  known	  to	  have	  copied	  some	  other	  manuscripts,	  cf.	  Wilmshurst	  2000,	  p.	  95.	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can	  be	  seamlessly	  reconstructed	  as	  it	  is	  exactly	  the	  same	  as	  found	  in	  manuscript	  Šarfeh	  Raḥmānī	  80.	  	  	  
a.	  Title:	  ‘Les	  Maximes	  du	  moine	  Siméon,	  connu	  sous	  le	  nom	  de	  Luca,	  disciple	  de	  Mar	  Schabor	  (2	  feuillets)’	  <	  [ ܬܘܒ %S`9̈ %#ܬM89 ܕJA*H9 %Bܝ 012#ܢ *["A*9 ܕ%&DQ9 
@#J9. ܬ@1"Aܗ ܕܪ!U 05#ܪ ].	  	  
ii.	  Šarfeh	  Raḥmānī	  80	  (early	  20th	  c.)33	  	  East	   Syriac	   manuscript	   containing	   works	   attributed	   to	   Isaac	   of	   Nineveh,	  Barḥadbšabbā,	  Bābai	  the	  Great,	  Ephrem	  and	  Šemʿōn.	  General	  title:	   D&!9 ܕ@#̈JZ9 .	  Copied	  by	  a	  certain	  Thomas	  (p.	  65).	  The	  date	  proposed	  by	  Sōnī	  (18th	  c.)	  does	  not	  seem	  to	  be	  reliable	  from	  a	  paleographical	  point	  of	  view.	  The	  handwriting	  of	  the	  codex	  certainly	  belongs	  to	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  20th	  century.	  Tentatively,	  I	  would	  propose	   that	   Thomas	   is	   to	   be	   identified	  with	   the	   Chaldean	  monk	  Thomas	   of	  Karamliš,	   who	   is	   known	   to	   have	   copied	   a	   number	   of	   manuscripts	   in	   the	  monastery	  Notre-­‐‑Dame	  des	  Semences	  in	  the	  years	  1915–192634.	  	  
a.	  Pp.	  108–109	  Title:	   ܬܘܒ %S`9̈ %#ܬM89 ܕJA*H9 %Bܝ 012#ܢ *["A*9 ܕ%&DQ9 @#J9. ܬ@1"Aܗ ܕܪ!U 05#ܪ 	  
Profitable	   counsels	   of	   the	   holy	   Šemʿōn	   the	   Monk,	   called	   Lūqā,	   the	   disciple	   of	  
Rabban	  Šabūr	  Incipit:	   !B8H9 ܕܗ̤ܘ @I ܐ%"U Fl̇/ ܕ!A*Q9 ܕܬܐܪܬ/ 8&ܕ!B. ^ =Ẓ9 ܕ^ ܬ*5#ܬ/ 	  
                                                                                                                33	  Sōnī	  1993,	  p.	  307	  [no.	  797,	  for	  unknown	  reason	  the	  manuscript	  was	  located	  by	  the	  author	  in	  the	  section	  that	  deals	  with	  Garšūnī	  manuscripts].	  A	  new	  description	  of	  the	  manuscript	  can	  be	  found	  in	  Briquel-­‐‑Chatonnet	  –	  Debié	  –Desreumaux	  –	  Dib	  –	  Dergham	  (forthcoming).	  This	  codex	  is	  not	  the	  only	  East	   Syriac	  manuscript	   in	   the	   library	  of	  Šarfeh.	  A	  curious	   feature	  of	   the	  present	  codex	   are	   three	  pictures	  with	  religious	  content	  appended	  at	  the	  back.	  One	  of	  them	  was	  kindly	  identified	  for	  us	  by	  Rev.	  Piotr	  Adamek,	  S.V.D.	  (Monumenta	  Serica	  Institute,	  Sankt	  Augustin).	  It	  is	  a	  picture	  of	  Our	  Lady	  and	  the	  Child,	  painted	  (in	  all	  likelihood)	  around	  1938	  in	  Paris	  by	  a	  Vietnamese	  painter	  Celse	  Lé-­‐‑Van-­‐‑Dé	  (Lê	  Văn	  Đệ,	  1906–1966).	  34	  E.g.,	  olim	  Notre-­‐‑Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  279	  (1915),	  Vosté	  207	  (1917),	  Vosté	  223	  (1926)	  and	  perhaps	   also	   the	   so-­‐‑called	   ‘cahiers	   Vosté’	   (Gignoux	   1999,	   pp.	   95–96).	   None	   of	   the	   mentioned	  manuscripts,	  unfortunately,	  was	  accessible	  to	  me	  in	  order	  to	  compare	  its	  handwriting	  with	  that	  of	  Raḥmānī	  80.	  On	  Thomas	  of	  Karamliš	  see	  Šikwānā	  2007,	  p.	  160	  (no.	  386).	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Desinit:	   ܐ*Q9 ܕ^ ܬ!"B @5I ܘ=H"_ !a@I/ ܘ^ %&=Bܪ %̣U RI*9 	  	  
b.	  Pp.	  109–110	  Title:	   ܬܘܒ %S`9̈ ܐ=]89 	  
Another	  counsels	  Incipit:	   ^ ܬܬDG FG ܐ8_. ܘFG ܐ8_ ^ ܬܬ=1&. ^8_ ^ ܬ:&ܘܪ 	  Desinit:	   !`G 8T"#8"̈U ^ ܬFAܘܠ ^8_. ܐ^ @[ZÏ*k !`S2Aܢ FIܕ. 	  	  
Authenticity	  	  The	  text	  is	  explicitly	  attributed	  to	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  The	  attribution	  appears	  to	  be	  formulated	  in	  precisely	  the	  same	  way	  as	  in	  the	  title	  of	  another	  work	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  Homily	  on	  the	  Consecration	  of	  the	  Cell	  (Baghdad,	  Chaldean	  Monastery,	  syr.	  680,	  quire	  6,	  p.	  9).	  In	  fact,	  the	  Counsels	  contain	  numerous	  similarities	  with	  the	  text	  of	  the	  
Homily	  as	  far	  as	  the	  vocabulary,	  imagery,	  concepts	  and	  the	  organization	  of	  the	  text	  are	  concerned.	  One	  of	  the	  clear	  parallels	  between	  the	  two	  texts	  is	  provided	  by	  the	  following	  passage	  in	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  Homily:	  ‘We	  would	  like	  also	  to	  offer	  to	  our	  brother	  a	  few	  admonitions	  that	  are	  useful	  for	  the	  stay	  in	  the	  cell’35.	  Thus,	   one	   might	   assume	   that	   the	   present	   collection	   of	   Counsels	   was	   in	   fact	  extracted	  from	  the	  Homily.	  Nevertheless,	  despite	  such	  affinities,	  it	  is	  not	  likely	  that	   the	  Counsels	   were	   simply	   culled	   from	   the	  Homily36	   because,	   firstly,	   one	  cannot	   find	   a	   relevant	   counterpart	   in	   the	   Homily	   for	   every	   sentence	   of	   the	  
Counsels.	  Secondly,	  the	  correlation	  between	  the	  two	  texts	  is	  quite	  general	  and	  offers	  no	  verbatim	  correspondences,	  and	  thirdly,	  the	  similarities	  exhibited	  by	  
                                                                                                                35	  Baghdad,	  Chaldean	  Monastery,	  syr.	  680,	  quire	  6,	  p.	  9:	   @1#ܬ!9  ܕ=H["U  ܙܘܗM<  JS"G  ܗ89  ^=#ܢ  ܐܦ  8T"?
ܕJS"&/ 	  36	  At	  least	  in	  the	  form	  that	  is	  extant	  now.	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these	  two	  texts	  can	  also	  be	  observed	  in	  another	  work	  of	  Šemʿōn,	   the	  Book	  of	  
Grace37.	  A	  few	  examples	  will	  suffice	  to	  illustrate	  the	  issue:	  	  
Profitable	  Counsels,	  §	  20	   Homily	  on	  the	  consecration	  
of	   the	   cell	   (Baghdad,	  Chaldean	   Monastery,	   syr.	  680,	  quire	  7,	  p.	  17)	  
Book	   of	   Grace	   5/22	  (Mardin	  Orth.	  196,	  p.	  83–84)	  
ܐ*Q9 ܕ^ ܬ!"B @5I ܘ=H"_ 
!a@I/ ܘ^ %&=Bܪ %̣U RI*9.	   @59 ܕܬ!"B !aܘ@l̈89 ܘ=H"_ !&ܘܬ/܆ :Wh ܬܗܪ !a*S"U 
ܕ%5WQh %̣U RI*9 D19 ܕ%Y&/ 
F"Q9 ܕܬܪF"&ܟ !S5k.	  
*["A*9 ܕܬ!"B @5I !2Q#*#ܬ/ 
ܘܐ%"U %aJ& ="B< ܕ%AFI 
!1H"[9. ܘ%T5B ܘ%T`9 
DSHp @2#ܕܪ89 ܕ4"5#ܬ/: 
ܘ=e"q !2Q"Q9 ܕܨ@#ܬ/ 
ܘܙܗ*B !S5I !A*SI. ^ Rİ/ 
ܪF"QI !T]*Y&/.	  He	   whose	   heart	   is	   not	  broken	   and	   who	   does	   not	  suffer	   in	   God—he	  will	   not	  be	   released	   from	  wandering.	  
The	  heart	  that	  is	  broken	  by	  afflictions	   and	   suffers	   in	  penitence,	   will	   greatly	  wonder	   at	   those	   who	  complain	  of	  wandering,	   in	  as	  much	  as	  the	  eye	  of	  your	  mind	   gazes	   steadfastly	   at	  your	  heart.	  
The	  monk	  whose	  heart	  is	  broken	   by	   asceticism,	  whose	  gaze	  is	  constantly	  directed	   towards	  knowing	   Christ,	   who	  always	  awaits	  and	  hopes	  for	  the	  help	  of	  Grace,	  who	  is	   assiduous	   in	   the	  practice	  of	  prayer	  and	  is	  vigilant	   within	   his	  heart—his	  mind	  does	  not	  wander	   in	   worthless	  matters.	  
Profitable	  Counsels,	  §	  12	   Homily	   (Baghdad,	  Chaldean	   Monastery,	   syr.	  680,	  quire	  7,	  p.	  6)	  
Book	   of	   Grace	   3/6	  (Mardin	  Orth.	  196,	  p.	  42)	  
                                                                                                                37	  See	  Chapter	  IV	  below.	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ܘܐܢ Fl̇/ ܗ̤ܘ @I ܘ%T"5B 
!HS"9 ܘ8ZB ܙܕJ̈9. %&ܬ=Bܪ %̣U 
RI*9 ܘ%H&ܘ/ @125A8#ܬ/ 
ܕܪܘ=9>	  ...<	  
!2l*Q9 :W"a/ RṪ\ *["A*9 
FQ"Q9 ܕR]ܨܘR9. ܘ%&F"A< 
!`#09 ܐ%"Q9 ܕ!YS"&ܗ. 
ܘFl̇/ ܗ̤ܘ @I ܕ8ZB R#JA8̈9 
ܕܐ!Ïܬ/ ܘܙܕJ̈9 ܕJS"&/.	  
ܐ8A*U ^ Rİ/ ܘ%&ܐ0A 
!TW"̈aܬ/. ܘ%&=Bܪ %̣U 
8#̈ܬF9 ܘ8#̈ܬR9 ܕܨR&/ 
ܕ%&=N*Q"&/. ܘJ̇Q9 0"Z#ܬ 
*̇&/. ܘܪ=̇? D#09. ܘܪ̇ܗܛ !&ܪ 
0"Q9 ܕ@59. ܘܙܗ*B !A*SI. 
ܘ8̇ZB ܙܕJ̈9 ܕ0S"9 ܕJS"&/>	  
...< And	  if	  he	  resists	  (evil)	  and	  endures	  in	  silence,	  keeping	  the	   precepts,	   he	   will	   be	  released	   from	   wandering	  and	  will	  become	  worthy	  of	  the	   operation	   of	   the	   Spirit	  <…>	  
With	  great	  effort	  the	  monk	  cuts	   out	   converse	   with	  persons	   and	   becomes	  accustomed	   to	   constantly	  dwelling	  quietly	  in	  his	  cell	  and	   endeavours	   to	   keep	  the	   fathers’	  commandments	   and	   the	  precepts	  of	  the	  cell.	  
And	   if	   he	   does	   not	  wander,	  is	  not	  distracted	  by	   many	   things,	   frees	  himself	   from	  dissipations	   and	   the	  distractions	   of	   care	   for	  what	   is	   visible,	   acquires	  self-­‐‑contempt,	   loves	   the	  ascetic	   life,	   pursues	  peace	   of	   heart,	   watches	  over	   himself,	   keeps	   the	  precepts	   of	   quietude	   of	  the	  cell	  <...>	  
Profitable	  Counsels,	  §	  4	   Homily	   (Baghdad,	  Chaldean	   Monastery,	   syr.	  680,	  quire	  7,	  p.	  13)	  
Book	   of	   Grace	   6.4	  (Mardin	   Orth.	   196,	   p.	  102)	  
ܐ*Q9 ܕRB*T9 %B=1Q#ܬܗ ܕ^ 
R#ܪܫ. FG 45̈9 ܘFG !"̈H9 
="#:&8a*& !a@I/ %&ܕ%9.	  
ܘܗ̤ܘܝ @k ܕܘ%"9 ܕܐ@I/. ܕ%ZG 
ܘ%B=? FG 45̈9 ܘFG !"̈H9.	   >...	   <!"A %B=1Q#ܬ/. =S"#ܬ/. =#*[#ܬ/. 
ܘ="#:&8#ܬ/ ܕ^ R#ܪܫ FG 
45̈9 ܘFG !"̈H9 0#*a*&	  He	   whose	   mercy	   is	  extended	   compassionately	  without	   distinction	   upon	  
Become	  a	   likeness	  of	  God,	  who	  gives	  shade	  to	  and	  has	  mercy	   upon	   the	  good	  and	  the	  bad.	  
<…>	   through	   mercy,	  sweetness,	   cheerfulness	  and	   kindness	   without	  distinction	   upon	   the	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the	   virtuous	  and	   upon	   the	  wicked	  will	  resemble	  God.	   virtuous	   and	   upon	   the	  wicked	  alike.	  
 	  The	  clear	  affinity	  with	  other	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  attribution	  of	  the	  text,	  provide	  solid	  grounds	  to	  maintain	  that	  the	  Counsels	  is	  an	  authentic	  work	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  However,	  taking	  into	  consideration	  the	  title	  of	  the	  text	  as	  preserved	  in	  the	  Sogdian	  version	  (see	  below),	  it	  is	  highly	  likely	  that	  what	  we	  have	  today	  in	  both	  Syriac	  and	  Sogdian	  is	  just	  a	  fragment	  whereas	  the	  original	  text	  was	  more	  extensive.	  The	  second	  set	  of	  counsels,	  entitled	  Other	  Counsels,	  lacks	  the	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	  and	  appears	  to	  be	  an	  independent	  text	  containing	  maxims	  that	   stress	   the	   paramount	   importance	   of	   self-­‐‑control	   for	   a	   monk.	   A	   similar	  attitude	  to	  the	  solitary	  life	  can	  be	  observed,	  for	  example,	  in	  the	  Homily	  of	  Šemʿōn	  (Baghdad,	  Chaldean	  Monastery,	  syr.	  680,	  quire	  6,	  p.	  13):	  ‘Cut	  off	  recollections,	  whether	  good	  or	  bad,	  whether	  of	  friends	  or	  of	  foes.	  Do	  not	  think	  about	  anyone,	  either	   about	   those	  who	   are	   close	   or	   those	  who	   are	   far	   away’.	  Despite	   some	  affinities	   with	   the	   authentic	   works	   of	   Šemʿōn,	   it	   is	   difficult	   to	   prove	   the	  authorship	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  Nevertheless,	  until	  additional	  evidence	  is	  found,	  one	  can	  safely	   consider	   the	   text	   as	   consistent	   with	   the	   original	   works	   of	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  In	  conclusion,	  it	  is	  worth	  noting	  that	  roughly	  the	  same	  maxim	  as	  the	  one	  that	   opens	   the	   first	   set	   of	   the	  Counsels	  was	   glossed	   by	  Masʿūd	   of	  Ṭūr	   ʿAbdīn	  (1431–1512)	  in	  his	  extensive	  treatise	  the	  Spiritual	  Ship38,	  where	  it	  is	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (Mingana	  syr.	  191,	  ff.	  156r–157r):	   %Q9 ̣ܗܝ ̇ܗܝ %S&/ ܕܐ%̣B %Bܝ 
ܐ*T[\ ܕ!B8H9 ܕ!A*Q9 ܕܬܐܪܬ/ %&ܕ!B. ^ =̇Z9 ܕ^ ܬ*5#ܬ/. 	  Although	  one	  can	  find	  somewhat	   similar	   places	   in	   the	   authentic	   works	   of	   Isaac39,	   the	   literal	  
                                                                                                                38	  The	  treatise	  is	  partially	  edited	  (for	  bibliographical	  details,	  see	  Kessel	  &	  Pinggéra	  2011,	  pp.	  179–180).	  39	  Bedjan	  1909,	  p.	  11	  and	  pp.	  295–296.	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correspondence	  is	  wanting.	  Since	  many	  texts	  of	  Šemʿōn	  circulated	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu	  with	  an	  attribution	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  and	  chapters	  from	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine),	  I	  assume	  that	  Masʿūd	  had	  access	  to	  the	  text	  of	  the	  Counsels	  with	  attribution	  to	  Isaac.	  	  
Sogdian	  version40	  	  The	  Sogdian	  version	  of	  the	  Counsels	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  is	  to	  be	  found	  in	  a	  single	   folio	   belonging	   to	   the	   Berlin	   Turfan	   collection41.	   The	   folio	   bears	   the	  signature	  T	  II	  B	  27[a],	  indicating	  that	  it	  was	  found	  by	  the	  Second	  German	  Turfan	  expedition	   (T	   II)	   at	   Bulayïq	   (B),	   the	   site	   of	   an	   East	   Syrian	  monastery	   in	   the	  Turfan	  oasis.	  In	  a	  former	  classification	  of	  the	  Sogdian	  texts	  in	  Syriac	  script	  it	  was	  numbered	  C4,	   under	  which	   signature	   it	  was	   referred	   to	   by	  Olaf	  Hansen	   in	   a	  general	  survey	  of	  Christian	  Sogdian	  literature42.	  Its	  current	  number	  is	  n	  14843.	  The	   first	   two	   lines	   of	   the	   Recto	   contain	   the	   final	   sentence	   of	   an	  unidentified	  text:	  ‘...	  God	  will	  not	  listen	  to	  you,	  as	  is	  written	  in	  all	  the	  Scriptures’.	  This	   is	   followed	   by	   a	   title	   in	   red	   ink:	   ‘A	   few	   selected	   sayings	   from	   Rabban	  Šemʿōn’s	  book’.	  The	  name	  ‘Rabban	  Šemʿōn’	  is	  repeated	  in	  the	  outer	  margin	  next	  to	  the	  title.	  The	  text	  which	  follows,	  and	  which	  occupies	  the	  whole	  of	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  folio,	  corresponds	  grosso	  modo	  to	  the	  Syriac	  text	  of	  the	  first	  set	  of	  Counsels	  of	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	   as	   found	   in	   Šarfeh	   Raḥmānī	   80,	  with	   some	   omissions,	  additions	   and	   transpositions.	  More	   specifically,	   the	   Sogdian	   version	  contains	  material	  corresponding	  to	  the	  Syriac	  §1–8,	  14–18,	  and	  perhaps	  a	  couple	  of	  other	  
                                                                                                                40	  For	  edition	  and	  translation	  of	  the	  Sogdian	  version	  see	  Kessel–Sims-­‐‑Williams	  2011.	  41	  For	  a	  general	  introduction	  on	  the	  Christian	  Sogdian	  manuscripts	  of	  the	  Berlin	  Turfan	  collection,	  see	  Sims-­‐‑Williams	  2009.	  42	  Hansen	  1968,	  p.	  97.	  43	  See	  Plates	  1–2.	  Digital	  photographs	  of	  the	  folio	  can	  be	  found	  by	  searching	  under	  number	  148	  on	  the	  following	  websites:	  http://www.bbaw.de/forschung/turfanforschung/dta/n/dta_n0004.html	  http://idp.bbaw.de/database/oo_scroll_h.a4d?uid=104704035815;recnum=85057;index=4	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sections,	   but	   §5	   is	   placed	   after	   §8	   and	   some	   material	   without	   any	   clear	  equivalent	  in	  the	  Syriac	  text	  is	  inserted	  between	  §5	  and	  §14	  and	  after	  §18.	  	  Like	   most	   of	   the	   Turfan	   texts,	   this	   manuscript	   cannot	   be	   dated	   with	  precision,	  but	  a	  date	  around	  the	  9th	  century	  is	  likely.	  The	  Sogdian	  version	  of	  the	  
Counsels	  is	  thus	  about	  a	  millennium	  older	  than	  the	  surviving	  manuscript	  of	  the	  Syriac	  original.	  Therefore,	  where	  the	  two	  versions	  differ,	  the	  Sogdian	  version	  deserves	   to	   be	   taken	   no	   less	   seriously	   than	   the	   surviving	   Syriac	   text	   as	   a	  potential	  witness	  to	  the	  original	  text	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  To	  sum	  up,	  thanks	  to	  an	  East	  Syriac	  manuscript,	  Šarfeh	  Raḥmānī	  80,	  we	  are	   in	   possession	   of	   an	   otherwise	   unattested	  work	   of	   Šemʿōn,	   the	  Profitable	  
Counsels.	  This	  recent	  copy	  might	  be	  based	  on	  an	  older	  and	  lost	  East	  Syriac	  codex	  Siirt	  109	  dated	  1609.	  Furthermore,	  a	  discovery	  of	  this	  new	  text	  made	  it	  possible	  to	  identify	  its	  Sogdian	  version	  attributed	  to	  ‘Rabban	  Šemʿōn’	  and	  preserved	  in	  a	  unique	  manuscript	  of	  approximately	  9th	  century.	  Both	  versions	  of	  the	  text	  are	  witnesses	  to	  the	  popularity	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  work	  that	  brought	  the	  text	  of	  Profitable	  
Counsels	  as	  far	  as	  the	  Turfan	  oasis	  in	  order	  to	  form	  a	  monastic	  library	  there.	  	  
c.	  The	  Life	  of	  Mār	  Gani	  	  The	  collection	  of	  the	  lives	  of	  the	  East	  Syriac	  monks,	  the	  Book	  of	  Chastity,	  written	  in	   the	   9th	   century	   by	   the	   East	   Syriac	   bishop	   of	   Baṣrā	   Išōʿdnaḥ,	   contains	   an	  account	  about	  the	  life	  of	  Mār	  Gani,	  who	  was	  born	  to	  a	  rich	  and	  noble	  family	  of	  Kaškar44.	  	  Gani	  gave	  away	  all	  his	  belongings	  and	  went	  to	  the	  famous	  Abraham	  of	  Kaškar	   (d.	   586),	   the	   founder	   of	   the	  Great	  Monastery	   and	   the	   reviver	   of	   East	  Syriac	  monasticism,	  and	  became	  a	  monk	  there.	  According	  to	  Išōʿdnaḥ’s	  account,	  after	  Abraham’s	  death,	  Mar	  Gani	  visited	  Jerusalem	  and	  the	  monasteries	  in	  Scetis	  and	  Sinai.	  Afterwards	  he	  built	  a	  monastery	  in	  the	  region	  of	  Kaškar.	  	  
                                                                                                                44	  On	  him	  see	  Jullien	  2008,	  pp.	  197–198	  and	  passim.	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At	  the	  end	  of	  his	  notice	  Išōʿdnaḥ	  makes	  the	  following	  remark45:	  	   [Mar	  Gani]	  was	  also	  testified	  to	  by	  saint	  Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	   called	   Luqa,	   who	  revealed	  his	  virtues.	  
ܐ:Iܕ JA*H9 %Bܝ 012#ܢ ܕ4"5#ܬ/܇ ܗ̇ܘ ܕ@#J9 
ܐ0&%I: ܘOṭ %"&Mܬܗ ܕ%Bܝ OQh	  
	   Despite	  the	  absence	  of	  any	  evidence	  on	  Šemʿōn’s	  composition	  of	  the	  life	  of	   Mar	   Gani,	   there	   is,	   however,	   an	   important	   hint	   that	   provides	   grounds	   in	  favour	  of	  a	  possibility	  that	  Šemʿōn	  could	  in	  fact	  have	  written	  a	  life	  of	  this	  saint46.	  The	  same	  Book	  of	  Chastity	  relates	  how	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  (a	  founder	  of	  the	  monastery	  in	  which	  Šemʿōn	  later	  resided),	  while	  going	  to	  pay	  a	  visit	  to	  the	  Great	  Monastery	  at	  Izla	  was	  given	  the	  rule	  of	  Abraham	  of	  Kashkar	  by	  Mar	  Gani.	  Given	  the	  fact	  that	  it	  was	  Mar	  Gani	  who	  linked	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  with	  the	  Great	  Monastery	  and	  its	  rule,	  one	  can	  safely	  admit	  that	  Mar	  Gani	  was	  held	  in	  great	  esteem	  at	  the	  monastery	  established	  by	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  and	  was	  perhaps	  even	  venerated	  as	  a	  local	  saint47.	  Thus,	  it	  seems	  quite	  natural	  to	  imagine	  that	  Šemʿōn,	  being	  known	  for	  his	  literary	  abilities,	  was	  asked	  to	  compose	  the	  life	  of	  that	  saint	  for	  the	  spiritual	  benefit	  of	  the	  monastic	  community.	  Finally,	  there	  are	  two	  other	  points	  that	  support	  the	  possibility	  of	  Šemʿōn	  composing	  the	  life	  of	  Mar	  Gani.	  Firstly,	  Išōʿdnaḥ	  of	  Baṣra	  lived	  in	  the	  9th	  century	  (that	  is	  two	  centuries	  after	  Šemʿōn),	  and	  while	  compiling	  the	  collection	  of	  lives	  of	   the	  famous	  East	  Syriac	  monks,	  he	  was	  drawing	  on	   the	  wide	  range	  of	   texts	  accessible	   to	   him	   at	   that	   time.	   Hence,	   he	   might	   have	   indeed	   been	   in	   the	  possession	  of	  a	  copy	  of	  the	  Life	  of	  Mar	  Gani	  that	  got	  afterwards	  lost.	  Secondly,	  
                                                                                                                45	   Chabot	   1896,	   pp.	   17–18	   [ed.],	   pp.	   240–241	   [tr.]	   The	   edition	   of	   Bedjan	   (that	   is	   based	   on	   ther	  manuscript	  witnesses)	  does	  not	  diverge	  at	  that	  place	  (Bedjan	  1901,	  p.	  458).	  46	  One	  is	  aware	  of	  no	  further	  evidence	  for	  the	  life	  of	  Mar	  Gani’s	  (Fiey	  2004,	  pp.	  82–83;	  he	  is	  not	  mentioned	  in	  BHO).	  The	  account	  similar	  to	  the	  one	  in	  the	  Book	  of	  Chastity	  can	  be	  found	  also	  in	  the	  
Chronicle	  of	  Seert,	  but	  without	  any	  mention	  of	  Šemʿōn	   (Scher	  1918,	  p.	  133).	  Although	   the	  saint’s	  name	   there	   is	   presented	  as	  Rabban	  Ḥāyā,	   the	  scholars	  unanimously	   identify	   him	  with	  Mar	   Gani	  (Scher	  1918,	  p.	  133,	  note	  1,	  Fiey	  2004,	  p.	  82,	  Jullien	  2008,	  pp.	  197–198).	  47	  Furthermore,	  there	   is	  evidence	  of	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  monastery	  established	  by	  Mar	  Gani	  and	  that	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  (Jullien	  2008,	  p.	  264).	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the	  way	  how	  Išōʿdnaḥ	  refers	  to	  Šemʿōn,	  namely	  ‘called	  Luke’,	  reminds	  us	  of	  the	  same	  reference	  in	  the	  titles	  of	  the	  Homily	  on	  the	  Consecration	  of	  the	  Cell	  and	  of	  the	  Profitable	  Counsels.	  Thus,	  one	  may	  assume	  that	  Išōʿdnaḥ	  had	  at	  his	  desk	  the	  text	   of	   the	  Life	   that	   contained	   in	   its	   title	   a	   common	   attribution	   to	   Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	  ‘called	  Luke’.	  To	  sum	  up,	  despite	  the	  complete	  loss	  of	  the	  text	  referred	  to	  by	  Išōʿdnaḥ	  (9th	  c.)	  in	  the	  Book	  of	  Chastity	  with	  an	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn,	  the	  available	  textual	  evidence	   of	   this	   saint’s	   life,	   and	   especially	   of	   his	   role	   in	   the	   history	   of	   the	  monastery	   of	   Rabban	   Šabūr,	   makes	   it	   highly	   plausible	   that	   Šemʿōn	   indeed	  composed	  such	  a	  text.	  	  
d.	  The	  Text	  of	  olim	  Notre-­‐‑Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237	  (M)	  
	   Alphonse	   Mingana	   published	   as	   the	   seventh	   volume	   of	   the	   series	  ‘Woodbrooke	   Studes.	   Christian	   Documents	   in	   Syriac,	   Arabic	   and	   Garshūni’	   a	  collection	  of	  texts	  entitled	  Early	  Christian	  Mystics.	  The	  book	  consists	  of	  works	  written	  by	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	  Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā,	  Joseph	  Ḥazzāyā	  and	  Abraham	  bar	  Dašandad,	   viz.	   East	  Syriac	  monastic	  authors	   of	   7th–8th	   century.	  The	   texts	  were	   taken	   from	   the	   manuscript	   that	   belongs	   to	   the	   Mingana	   collection	  (Mingana	   syr.	   601).	   In	   fact,	   the	   published	   items	   represent	   only	   a	   part	   of	   the	  contents	  of	  the	  original	  manuscript,	  for	  some	  of	  the	  texts	  preserved	  in	  the	  same	  codex	  remained	  unpublished48.	  The	  book	  contains	  a	   facsimile	  edition	  and	  an	  English	  translation	  of	  the	  texts	  selected	  from	  Mingana	  syr.	  60149.	  	  The	  volume	  opens	  with	  a	  section	  entitled	  ‘Mystical	  Works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  of	  Ṭaibūtheh’,	   which	   contains	   41	   texts	   (hereafter:	   ‘chapters’)	   of	   various	   size,	  ranging	  from	  two	  lines	  (M	  33)	  to	  six	  folios	  (M	  3).	  Each	  one	  of	  these	  chapters	  is	  
                                                                                                                48	  E.g.,	  the	  works	  of	  Abraham	  of	  Nathpar	  (Vosté	  1929,	  no.	  IX),	  the	  Homily	  on	  the	  Consecration	  of	  the	  
Cell	  of	  Šemʿon	  (Vosté	  1929,	  no.	  X),	  letter	  of	  Ḥnanišoʿof	  Beth	  Qoqa	  (Vosté	  1929,	  no.	  XII).	  49	   It	   is	  worth	   noting	   that	   the	   order	   in	  which	   the	   texts	   follow	   each	   other	   in	   the	   translation	  was	  deliberately	   established	   by	   Mingana,	   whereas	   in	   the	   facsimile	   edition	   one	   finds	   the	   original	  sequence.	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separated	  from	  the	  preceding	  one	  by	  its	  personal	  rubric,	  which	  summarizes	  the	  subject	  of	  the	  given	  piece.	  The	  work	  of	  Šemʿōn	  was	  deliberately	  put	  by	  Mingana	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  volume,	  for	  as	  he	  himself	  writes50:	  ‘He	  [i.e.	  Šemʿōn]	  was,	  to	   our	   knowledge,	   the	   only	  mystical	  writer	  who	  had	  been	  brought	   up	   in	   the	  school	  of	  the	  old	  masters	  of	  medical	  science,	  Hippocrates	  and	  Galen,	  and	  who	  had	  acquired	  the	  knowledge	  of	  healing	  both	  body	  and	  soul’.	  This	  group	  of	  texts	  can	  be	  found	  approximately	  in	  the	  middle	  of	  the	  original	  manuscript.	  Manuscript	   Mingana	   syr.	   601	   was	   copied	   in	   1932	   in	   Alqōš	   by	   the	  Chaldean	  deacon	  Paul,	  son	  of	  Hormizd51.	  Fortunately,	  the	  scribe	  mentions	  the	  manuscript	  he	  used	  as	  a	  model:	  ‘Be	  aware,	  a	  reader,	  this	  codex	  was	  copied	  from	  another	  which	  is	  in	  the	  library	  of	  the	  monastery	  of	  Our	  Lady,	  the	  Keeper	  of	  the	  Seeds,	  which	  is	  close	  to	  the	  village	  Alqōš	  of	  Nahum	  the	  Prophet,	  that	  was	  written	  in	  the	  year	  AD	  1600’	  (f.	  318r).	  Apparently,	  while	  editing	  the	  volume,	  Mingana	  was	  not	  aware	  either	  of	  the	   catalogue	   of	   the	  Notre	  Dame	  des	   Semences	   collection,	   or	   of	   the	   detailed	  description	  of	  the	  manuscript	  that	  served	  as	  a	  model	  for	  Mingana	  syr.	  601	  both	  written	   by	   Vosté	   and	   published	   in	   192852	   and	   192953,	   respectively.	   The	  manuscript	  upon	  which	  the	  copy	  executed	  by	  the	  deacon	  Paul	  at	  the	  request	  of	  Mingana	  was	   based,	  was	   first	   identified	   by	   Rücker	   in	   1935	   in	   the	   review	   of	  Mingana’s	  publication54.	  However,	  Mingana	  syr.	  601	  is	  not	  the	  only	  copy	  of	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237	  that	  came	  to	  Europe.	  For	  example,	  Vat.	  sir.	  509	  is	  another	  apograph	   that	   was	   executed	   in	   1928	   at	   Alqōš	   by	   Chaldean	   deacon	   Joseph	  Abuna55.	  
                                                                                                                50	  Mingana	  1934,	  p.	  2.	  51	  Šikwānā	  lists	  16	  manuscripts	  produced	  by	  the	  deacon	  Paul,	  son	  of	  Hormizd	  of	  the	  Qāšā	  family	  of	  Alqōš	  (Šikwānā	  2007,	  pp.	  138–139).	  52	  Vosté	  1928,	  and	  republished	  one	  year	  later	  as	  a	  separate	  book,	  Vosté	  1929.	  53	  Vosté	  1929.	  54	  Rücker	  1935,	  cols.	  376–378	  and	  repeated	  also	  in	  Rücker	  1936.	  55	  Joseph,	  son	  of	  Thomas	  of	  the	  Abūnā	  family	  of	  Alqōš	  was	  among	  the	  prolific	  East	  Syriac	  scribes,	  who	  copied	  more	  than	  fifty	  manuscripts	  (Wilmshurst	  2000,	  p.	  254;	  Šikwānā	  2007,	  pp.	  130–132).	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Thus,	  all	  modern	  copies	  stem	  from	  one	  and	  the	  same	  manuscript	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237.	  The	  manuscript	  is	  indeed	  a	  unique	  one,	  for	  it	  contains	  a	  collection	  of	  monastic	  texts,	  the	  majority	  of	  which	  are	  not	  to	  be	  found	  elsewhere.	  The	  unique	  character	  of	  the	  manuscript	  was	  the	  reason	  why	  Vosté	   produced	   its	   detailed	   description	   and	   assessed	   its	   importance	   in	   the	  following	  way:	  ‘Après	  examen	  nous	  avons	  constaté	  que	  c’est	  un	  livre	  de	  haute	  spiritualité,	  fait	  d’extraits,	  en	  majeure	  partie,	  d’auteurs	  nestoriens	  du	  VIIe	  et	  VIIIe	  siècle,	   dont	   les	   ouvrages	   sont	   perdus	   ou	   rares;	   ce	   qui	   augmente	   la	   valeur	  exceptionnelle	  de	  notre	  manuscrits’56.	  Let	  us	  now	  turn	  to	  the	  contents	  of	  the	  forty-­‐‑one	  chapters.	  Each	  chapter	  treats	  one	  particular	  subject,	  and	  in	  order	  to	  outline	  Šemʿōn’s	  doctrine,	  it	  seems	  worthwhile	  to	  pay	  attention	  to	  M1	  and	  M2,	  which	  summarize	  the	  main	  ideas	  of	  the	  entire	  treatise.	  	  The	  key	  idea	  of	  the	  given	  texts	  seems	  to	  be	  the	  relation	  between	  the	  physiological	  activities	  of	  the	  body	  and	  the	  inner,	  spiritual,	  life.	  Šemʿōn	  finds	  it	  important	  to	  stress	  that	  spiritual	  development	  is	  not	  possible	  without	  careful	  attention	  to	  the	  body	  (pagrā),	  and	  for	  that	  reason,	  body	  and	  spirit	  (napšā)	  are	  interdependent,	  and	  one	  of	  the	  main	  activities	  of	  the	  mind	  is	  knowledge.	  The	  way	  of	  knowledge	  is	  also	  twofold:	  firstly,	  it	  is	  based	  on	  ‘logical	  operations’,	  and	  secondly,	   it	   is	  the	  secret	  spiritual	   learning	  that	   is	  exercised	  in	  silence	  (šetqāh	  
gnīzā	  d-­‐‑madʿā).	  If	  the	  object	  of	  the	  first	  is	  the	  visible	  world,	  the	  aim	  of	  the	  second	  is	   to	   lead	   to	   the	   knowledge	   of	   God	   (ʾītūtā	   gnīztā),	  who	   is	   incomprehensible	  (rāmat	  men	  kūl	  madʿā).	  The	  ultimate	  aim	  of	  the	  inner	  view	  of	  the	  mind	  when	  it	  reaches	  divine	  incomprehensibility	  is	  contemplation	  with	  the	  assistance	  of	  the	  Grace	  of	  the	  Trinity	  and	  of	  the	  Economy	  of	  the	  Salvation,	  which	  both	  constitute	  the	   ‘Kingdom	  of	  God’.	   The	   spiritual	   life	   is	   divided	   by	   Šemʿōn	   into	   two	  parts:	  fulfillment	   of	   the	   commandments	   (sʿōrūtā	   d-­‐‑pūlḥānā	   d-­‐‑pūqdānē)	   and	   the	  ‘knowledge	  of	  the	  theory	  of	  everything’	  (īdʿatā	  d-­‐‑tʾōryā	  d-­‐‑kūl).	  The	  first	  consists	  of	  the	  activities	  aimed	  at	  achieving	  control	  over	  both	  one’s	  behaviour	  and	  inner	  
                                                                                                                56	  Vosté	  1929,	  p.	  144.	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motions.	   Having	   reached	   purity,	   the	  mind	   acquires	   spiritual	   knowledge	   that	  enables	  it	  to	  see	  the	  invisible	  world.	  This	  spiritual	  knowledge	  develops	  further	  and	   on	   its	   way	   the	   monk	   may	   already	   in	   this	   life	   participate	   in	   the	   Divine	  realities	  and	  reach	  a	   state	  of	   impassibility	  and	  become	  a	  bearer	  of	   the	  Grace	  while	  constantly	  pondering	  over	  the	  divine	  mysteries.	  Indeed,	  the	  two	  described	  fragments	  can	  be	  considered	  as	  presenting	  a	  general	  introduction	  to	  the	  book,	  while	  each	  following	  passage	  treats	  particular	  subject	  in	  a	  more	  elaborate	  way.	  Thus,	  this	  brief	  presentation	  of	  the	  texts	  of	  Šemʿōn	  found	  in	  M	  highlights	  the	  following	  problems.	  Although	  there	  are	  a	  number	  of	  modern	  copies	  of	  the	  text,	  all	  of	  them	  go	  back	  to	  the	  unique	  East	  Syriac	  monastic	  miscellany	  of	  the	  13th	  century.	  Since	  the	  manuscript	  does	  not	  provide	  the	  original	  title	  of	  the	  text,	  it	  remains	  unclear	  which	  particular	  text	  of	  Šemʿōn	  this	  is.	  Given	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  original	  manuscript	  is	  an	  anthology	  of	  different	  texts,	  one	  might	  expect	  that	  the	  text	  of	  M	  is	  preserved	  there	  not	  in	  its	  complete	  form,	  but	  rather	  as	  a	  selection.	  In	   an	   attempt	   to	   identify	   the	   text,	   I	   will	   provide	   in	   the	   present	   chapter	   all	  manuscript	  witnesses	  to	  the	  text	  of	  M,	  whereas	  additional	  (decisive)	  evidence	  will	  be	  presented	  in	  Chapter	   III,	  which	  also	  contains	   the	   final	   solution	  of	   the	  problem	  of	  its	  identification.	  Hence,	   let	   us	   now	   first	   consider	   the	   manuscript	   evidence	   for	   the	  complete	  text	  of	  M,	  as	  preserved	  in	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237)	  and	  its	  apographs.	  
Manuscript	  evidence	  
	  
1.	  Complete	  text	  of	  M	  
	  
i.	  Baghdad,	  Chaldean	  monastery	  syr.	  680	  (olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237;	  1289,	  monastery	  of	  Rabban	  Hormizd)57	  
                                                                                                                57	  For	  the	  bibliographical	  data,	  see	  supra.	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East	   Syriac	  monastic	   miscellany	   of	   extraordinary	   significance	   for	   its	   unique	  selection	  of	  monastic	  texts.	   	  Quire	  13,	  p.	  20	  –	  quire	  17,	  p.	  3	  Title:  ܬܘܒ DA !["t ܕܬ@"&*#ܬ/ %Bܬ DG FS1̈9. ܪ0? ̄ܐ89 %̣U D&!I ܕ%Bܝ 012#ܢ 
ܕ4"5#ܬܗ R"ST#R9 ܪܘ=Q9 ܘܪ09 ܕܬܐܘM4"Y"9. 	  With	  the	  assistance	  of	  the	  Trinity,	  the	  Lord	  of	  all	  the	  worlds,	   I	  write	  from	  the	  book	  of	  Mar	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	  the	  spiritual	  philosopher	  and	  the	  head	  of	  the	  theorists58.	  Incipit:  JA%"& FG Fe"e#ܬ %["Aܘܬ/ ܕF1̈t RW]8"9 ܘ8eHQ"̈9  Desinit:	   !2#ܗܕ89 ܕ0]F&ܟ JA%"̈&/ ܘܐ=]*&/ ܘܨ^ FSh  Explicit:	   0S? ܕ%Bܝ 012#ܢ ܕ4"5#ܬܗ *["A*9 OQ#:&*Y9 	  Finished	  [the	  work	  of]	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	  the	  solitary	  gnostic.	  Content:	  M 	  
ii.	   Baghdad,	   Chaldean	   monastery	   syr.	   681	   (olim	   Notre	   Dame	   des	  Semences/Vosté	  238;	  1909,	  Alqōš)59	  Copy	  of	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237.	  Ff.	  ???	  Content:	  M 	  
iii.	  Mingana	  syr.	  601	  (1932,	  Alqōš)60	  Copy	  of	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237.	  Ff.	  163r–200v.	  Content:	  M 	  
                                                                                                                58	  Cf.	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  f.	  163r.	  59	  The	  manuscript	  was	  not	  accessible	  for	  study.	  For	  bibliographical	  data	  see	  supra.	  60	  For	  bibliographical	  data	  see	  supra.	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iv.	  Vat.	  sir.	  593	  (1928,	  Alqōš)61	  Copy	  of	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237.	  Ff.	  119r–146v.	  Content:	  M 	   	  One	   can	   see	   that	   all	   extant	   copies	   of	  M	   derive	   directly	   from	   the	   East	   Syriac	  manuscript	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237,	  and	  that	  they	  were	  all	  copied	  during	  the	  first	  quarter	  of	  the	  20th	  century.	  Consequently,	  the	  evidence	  coming	  from	  this	  branch	  of	  the	  textual	  transmission	  of	  M	  is	  limited	  to	  the	  only	  witness,	  namely	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237.	  	  Let	  us	  now	  consider	  what	  this	  witness	  can	  tell	  about	  the	  text	  of	  M.	  As	  far	  as	  the	  authenticity	  is	  concerned,	  apart	  from	  an	  explicit	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  manuscript	  of	  the	  13th	  century,	  additional	  evidence	  comes	  to	  light	  from	  the	  comparison	  of	  that	  texts	  with	  other	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  (for	  example,	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace).	  In	  fact,	  M	  constitutes	  one	  of	  our	  main	  and	  authentic	  witnesses	  that	  help	  us	  to	  verify	  the	  authenticity	  of	  other	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  Following	  the	  statement	  of	  the	  main	  title	  (‘I	  write	  from	  the	  book	  of	  Mar	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh’),	  one	  may	  assume	  that	  M	  does	  not	  give	  the	  original	  text	  in	  full,	   but	   rather	   an	   abridged	   version.	   Indeed,	   this	   assumption	   seems	   to	   be	  plausible	  when	  one	  pays	  attention	  to	  the	  following	  remark	  that	  the	  scribe	  put	  at	  the	   end	   of	   the	   codex62:	   ‘[…]	   I	   collected	   [leqṭet]	   those	   books	   and	   put	   them	  [illegible]	  for	  the	  benefit	  of	  myself	  and	  of	  all	  those	  [illegible]’63.	  Although	  one	  can	  not	   infer	   straightforwardly	   that	   it	  was	   the	   scribe	   himself	  who	   produced	   the	  abridged	  version	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  text,	  there	  can	  be	  no	  doubt	  that	  in	  case	  of	  M,	  we	  do	  not	   have	   a	   complete	   text.	   Indeed,	   this	   point	   of	   view	   has	   been	   the	   generally	  
                                                                                                                61	  For	  bibliographical	  data	  see	  supra.	  62	  See	  the	  text	  of	  the	  colophon	  in	  Vosté	  1929,	  pp.	  382–385.	  63	  Vosté	  1929,	  p.	  383.	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accepted	   opinion.	   Already	   Vosté	   considered	   all	   forty-­‐‑one	   chapters	   as	   haven	  been	  taken	  from	  one	  treatise	  of	  Šemʿōn64.	  A	  final	  remark.	  The	  inclusion	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  work	  in	  the	  manuscript	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  234	  copied	  in	  1289	  testifies	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  during	  a	  period	  of	  six	  centuries	  after	  its	  composition	  the	  book	  of	  Šemʿōn	  had	  been	   known	   and	   read	   by	   East	   Syrian	   monks	   in	   the	   region	   of	   Northern	  Mesopotamia.	   The	   fact	   that	   the	   scribe	   Išoʿ	   copied	   Šemʿōn’s	   treatise	   may	   be	  considered	  as	  an	  indication	  of	  the	  importance	  and	  interest	  that	  Šemʿōn’s	  book	  had	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  monastic	  milieu	  in	  the	  course	  of	  centuries.	  	  	  
2.	  Fragmentary	  witnesses	  to	  M	  	  Some	  of	  the	  chapters	  of	  M	  appear	  in	  a	  number	  of	  other	  Syriac	  manuscripts.	  It	  is	  worth	  considering	  those	  in	  a	  chronological	  order,	  while	  paying	  special	  attention	  to	   the	   implications	   regarding	   the	   circulation	   and	   transmission	   of	   Šemʿōn’s	  treatise.	  
	  
v.	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  (10th	  c.)65	  
	  A	   Syriac	  monastic	  miscellany	   of	  Melkite	   provenance	   that	   is	   preserved	   at	   St.	  Catherine’s	  Monastery	  in	  Sinai.	  The	  manuscript	  lacks	  a	  colophon,	  but	  it	  can	  be	  dated	  back	  to	  the	  10th	  century66.	  The	  specific	  character	  of	   its	  contents	  can	  be	  observed	  in	  the	  fact	  that	  it	  includes	  a	  selection	  of	  works	  that	  belong	  to	  the	  three	  main	  Syriac	  ecclesiastical	  traditions.	  There	  are	  fragments	  from	  early	  Greek	  and	  Syriac	  monastic	  authors	  like	  Macarius,	  Abba	  Isaiah,	  Mark	  the	  Hermit,	  Ephrem	  of	  Nisibis	  and	  Isaac	  of	  Antioch.	  The	  Melkite	  tradition	  is	  represented	  further	  by	  the	  
                                                                                                                64	  As	  for	  the	  possible	  identification	  of	  that	  work,	  Vosté	  argued	  that	  it	  cannot	  be	  anything	  else	  but	  the	  ‘book	  on	  the	  monastic	  way	  of	  life’	  registered	  in	  ʿAbdišoʿ’s	  Catalogus	  librorum.	  This	  is	  however	  not	  correct,	  as	  will	  be	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  next	  Chapter	  of	  the	  thesis.	  65	  Lewis	  1894,	  p.	  17	  and	  p.	  127.	  66	  Bettiolo	  1992,	  pp.	  88–89,	  Brock	  1999,	  p.	  36	  and	  note	  8,	  Brock	  2004,	  p.	  234.	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works	   of	   Diadochus	   of	   Photike,	   John	   Climacus,	   John	   of	   Carpathos	   and	   John	  Cassian.	  From	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition,	  there	  are	  fragments	  from	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  and	  Šemʿōn,	  whereas	  from	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  side	  there	  is	  a	  fragment	  from	  the	  Letter	  to	  Patrikios	  by	  Philoxenos	  of	  Mabbug.	  	   The	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  are	  represented	  by	  the	  fragments	  from	  the	  Book	  
of	   Grace67	   and	  by	  another	   three	   short	   text	   pieces	   that	   can	   be	   identified	  with	  chapters	  in	  M.	  All	  three	  texts	  appear	  in	  the	  manuscript	  one	  after	  another.	  One	  should	  pay	  special	  attention	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  in	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  series	  there	  is	  an	  explicit	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn	  (‘From	  <the	  work	  of>	  holy	  Mar	  Šemʿōn’).	  	   It	   is	   also	  worth	  mentioning	   that	   the	   text	   pieces	   provide	   some	   quite	  important	  variant	  readings	  to	  the	  text	  published	  by	  Mingana.	  	  Ff.	  113r,	  last	  line	  –	  f.	  113v,	  line	  18	  Title:	    %̣U %Bܝ 012#ܢ =T"9  Incipit:	   ܐDN89 ܕܐܢ 8aܬ/ ܐ8_ %U ܨ*U ܐܘ ܗ8Aܘ ܘ82#ܠ ܘ8e#ܩ !"& :̈W"a/  Desinit:	   DA :`"B R#%I ܕ^ 8Wt ܪܐܙ/ ܕO#FSQ9 ܕܨܐ*Aܘܗܝ  Content:	  M	  23	  (Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  f.	  190v–191r)	  	  Ff.	  113v,	  line	  18	  –	  114r,	  line	  1	  	  Title:	   FG ܬܪ!"&/ ܕܕܘ!]<  Incipit:	   ܐ%&ܝ ܕ̇ܨ!9 ܐ8& @1Aܥ %H#=&/ ܕܬܪ!"&ܟ ܕ!Aܘ!]< 	  Desinit:	   ܕܥ ܕF1t ܕܬFH9 RSw ܐ8&  Content:	  =	  M	  24	  (Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  f.	  191r–191v,	  line	  8)	  	  Ff.	  114r,	  line	  1	  –	  114r,	  line	  13	  Title:	  – Incipit:	   ܬܘܪ:"9 ܕ*AF&/ ܕ0Bܪ< ܐ*&*İ =aܪܘܬ/ ܨ!"Q"&/ ܕ%[Bܪ %U DG ܕ=t  Desinit:   ܘ%&8[? !B8H9 =Aܬ/ ܘ%&=Aܬ !Bܘ=9 	  	  	  
                                                                                                                67	  See	  Chapter	  IV	  below.	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Content:	  M	  17	  (Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  f.	  187v	  –	  188r,	  line	  5)	  	  Given	   the	   Melkite	   origin	   of	   the	   manuscript,	   it	   is	   remarkable	   that	   the	   three	  chapters	   under	   consideration	   were	   introduced	   in	   it	   with	   their	   original	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn,	  for	  as	  one	  knows	  from	  the	  textual	  transmission	  of	  another	  work	  of	  Šemʿōn	  (Book	  of	  Grace),	  his	  name	  was	  constantly	  replaced	  with	  that	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  Moreover,	  it	  was	  a	  widespread	  practice	  at	  that	  time	  to	  hide	  the	  original	   names	   of	   the	   writers	   coming	   from	   another	   ecclesiastic	   community	  behind	  the	  well-­‐‑known	  and	  accepted	  authorities.	  Hence,	  the	  preserved	  original	  attribution	  is	  an	  important	  sign	  that	  the	  form	  of	  the	  text	  as	  found	  in	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  is	  not	  remote	  from	  the	  original	  East	  Syriac	  tradition68.	  	  The	   three	   fragments	   of	   Šemʿōn	  appear	   in	   the	  manuscript	   among	   the	  fragments	   from	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  The	  presence	  of	   the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  and	  Isaac	  next	  to	  each	  other	  provides	  us	  with	  an	  important	  indication	  that	  those	  works	  were	  found	  in	  the	  similar	  (consecutive)	  order	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  model.	  	   Nevertheless,	   it	   is	   not	   possible	   to	   argue	   convincingly	   whether	   the	  present	   form	   of	   the	   text	   (a	   mixture	   of	   fragments	   form	   Šemʿōn	   and	   Isaac)	  corresponds	  precisely	  to	  its	  East	  Syriac	  model.	  We	  cannot	  exclude	  the	  option	  that	  a	  Melkite	  scribe	  in	  fact	  implemented	  certain	  editorial	  work	  while	  putting	  together	  the	  texts	  of	  Isaac	  and	  Šemʿōn69.	  Thus,	  for	  instance,	  he	  might	  not	  have	  copied	  the	  available	  texts	  of	  the	  two	  authors	  in	  full,	  but	  only	  selected	  the	  most	  relevant	  material.	  Furthermore,	  one	  cannot	  neglect	  the	  possibility	  that	  he	  could	  have	  also	  rearranged	  the	  sequence	  of	  the	  selected	  fragments.	  All	  this	  allows	  us	  to	  conclude	  that	  the	  text	  form	  of	  the	  fragments	  from	  Šemʿōn’s	  treatise	  in	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  stands	  close	  to	  the	  authentic	  East	  Syriac	  text,	  
                                                                                                                68	  Corroborative	  evidence	  for	  the	  close	  relationship	  to	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition	  is	  provided	  by	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  same	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  contains	  fragments	  from	  the	  Second	  Part	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  that	  is	  otherwise	  unknown	  in	  the	  Syriac	  Melkite	  tradition.	  69	  This	  option	  is	  supported	  by	  the	  general	  arrangement	  of	  the	  Sinai	  syr.	  14,	  which	  is	  a	  conglomerate	  of	  texts	  coming	  from	  three	  Syriac	  traditions.	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while	   keeping	   the	   original	   attribution	   and	   most	   probably,	   reflecting	   a	   joint	  transmission	  of	  the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  and	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  	  As	  we	  have	  seen	  earlier,	  the	  text	  of	  M	  itself	  constitutes	  a	  selection	  from	  the	  original	  work.	  Therefore,	  one	  may	  speculate	  about	  the	  possible	  source	  of	  origin	  of	   the	   three	   fragments	  preserved	   in	  Sinai	   syr.	  14.	  To	  put	   it	  differently,	  were	  they	  taken	  from	  the	  complete	  text	  or	  were	  they	  copied	  from	  an	  already	  extant	  selection	  of	  chapters?	  We	  will	  try	  to	  propose	  an	  answer	  to	  that	  question	  after	  all	  the	  witnesses	  for	  M	  are	  presented.	  	  
vi.	  Olim	  Notre-­‐‑Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237	  (1289	  CE)70	  	  Apart	  from	  the	  text	  edited	  by	  Mingana	  and	  based	  on	  a	  recent	  copy	  of	  the	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237,	   there	   is	  a	   fragment	   that	   can	  be	   found	  separately	  in	  another	  part	  of	  the	  same	  manuscript.	  The	  piece	  is	  a	  short	  excerpt	  from	   a	   long	   chapter	   M	  3.	   It	   consists	   of	   only	   a	   few	   lines	   and	   has	   an	   explicit	  indication	  of	  its	  author	  (‘Of	  Mar	  Šemʿōn’).	  	  Quire	  8,	  p.	  11	  Title:	   ܕ%Bܝ 012#ܢ  Incipit:	   ܐܬ!"U ܐܘ RBܘ09 ܕܨ@19 ܐ8& ܕܐ@I/ ܘܐ:B< ܕDSI !B*&/ 	  Desinit:  ܘܕ@Y#!Sk ܐ*&*I*U ܘ8̇eG ܐ8& %̣U 4"5#ܬ/ 	  	  	  Content:	  ~M	  3	  (Mingana	  Syr.	  601,	  f.	  171b,	  lines	  7–13)	  	  There	  are	  two	  possibilities	  to	  ascertain	  the	  origin	  of	  the	  fragment.	  Firstly,	  it	  may	  come	   from	   the	   same	   model	   that	   was	   used	   for	  M	   in	   olim	   Notre-­‐‑Dame	   des	  Semences/Vosté	   237.	   Secondly,	   its	   inclusion	   may	   be	   independent	   from	   the	  original	  manuscript	  used	  for	  M	  in	  the	  same	  volume.	  
                                                                                                                70	  For	  bibliographical	  data,	  see	  supra.	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Despite	  the	  lack	  of	  relevant	  East	  Syriac	  manuscripts	  that	  could	  reveal	  the	  sources	  used	  by	  the	  scribe	  of	  olim	  Notre-­‐‑Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237,	  it	  is	   nevertheless	   possible	   to	   propose	   a	   preliminary	   explanation.	   Two	   points	  should	  be	  considered.	  Firstly,	   this	   fragment	  appears	  among	  other	  brief	   texts,	  and	  it	  seems	  natural	  to	  admit	  that	  this	  group	  of	  short	  texts	  was	  copied	  by	  the	  scribe	   as	   such.	   Secondly,	   as	   it	   will	   be	   demonstrated	   below,	   there	   are	   other	  examples	  of	  fragmentary	  textual	  transmission	  of	  some	  chapters	  of	  M	  in	  general	  and	  of	  M	  3	  in	  particular.	  These	  two	  observations,	  in	  my	  opinion,	  make	  it	  quite	  plausible	  that	  the	  fragment	  was	  copied	  independently	  from	  the	  text	  of	  M,	  which	  appears	  in	  the	  same	  manuscript.	  If	  my	  assumption	  is	  correct,	  then	  this	  piece	  provides	  us	  with	  evidence	  that	  as	  early	  as	  the	  13th	  century	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition	  the	  original	  treatise	  of	  Šemʿōn	  was	  available	  not	  only	  in	  an	  abridged	  form	  (as	  witnessed	  by	  the	  M	  preserved	  in	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237),	  but	  also	  in	  the	  form	  of	  excerpts	  that	  were	  culled	  from	  the	  main	  body	  of	  the	  same	  text.	  	  	  
vii.	  Cambridge	  Add.	  2023	  (13th	  c.)71	  
	  An	  important	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript	  written	  on	  paper	  in	  the	  13th	  century.	  It	   is	   a	   compendium	   of	   different	   texts	   mostly	   of	   canonical	   contents	   (e.g.	  
Didascalia,	  Synodical	  Acts,	  Canons	  of	  Jacob	  of	  Edessa).	  A	  considerable	  part	  of	  the	  codex	   consists,	   however,	   of	   fragments	   and	   excerpts	   from	   various	   biblical,	  patristic	  and	  hagiographical	  texts.	  Sporadically,	  one	  comes	  across	  the	  fragments	  from	  ascetic	  works	  among	  which	  we	  find	  a	  short	  passage	  attributed	  to	  Šemʿōn	  72.	  	  
                                                                                                                71	  The	  quotation	  was	  first	  mentioned	  by	  Baumstark	  (Baumstark	  1922,	  p.	  210,	  n.	  4),	  but	  has	  remained	  unidentified	  (cf.	  Bettiolo	  1988/9,	  p.	  117,	  n.	  48;	  [Miller]	  1984,	  p.	  lxxxiv).	  For	  the	  description	  of	  the	  manuscript,	  see	  Wright	  –	  Cook,	  1901,	  vol.	  2,	  pp.	  600–628;	  for	  the	  dating	  of	  the	  manuscript,	  see	  also	  Vööbus	  1970,	  p.	  158,	  Vööbus	  1970,	  pp.	  464–466,	  Kaufhold	  1971,	  pp.	  35–36.	  72	  Ff.	  65v–68r,	  68r–73r,	  75v–77r.	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F.	  60r	  Text: ܬܘܒ %1t ܕ012#ܢ ܕ%&JB< ܕ4"5#ܬ/: ܘܐ*& %T5B8#ܬ/ FG %Bܝ ܐ*T[\ ܕ8"Q#/ 
DSİ *AF&/ ܘR"S#:#R"9 ܕܪܘܚ܆ ܗܕ< ܗܝ ܕ8AF9 %S"t ܕ8ZB @eWBܗ F? ܕܘ!Bܗ ܕ^ 8`"U. ܗܘ89 
ܕ*U ܕḞIܢ: ܘ!B8H9 ܕ*̇Aܥ @1ZB O#01I: ܕ^ 8&DBܗ ܘ8eG ܘ8&=5G: ܐ̇ܘ 8&8`9 %#=I: ܐ̇ܘ =A 
%U ܗܕ%#̈ܗܝ: ܘ8y]ܪ[ܫ %U !Qḧ @#*&ܗ: =A %U ܐ@y %H&Dw܀ 	  
 A	  homily	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  called	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  and	  it	  is	  an	  opinion	  about	  Mar	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  All	   the	  knowledge	  and	  spiritual	  philosophy	   is	   as	   follows.	  A	   rational	  being	  should	  know	  how	  to	  keep	  its	  body	  and	  its	  conduct	  from	  any	  harm.	  A	  mind	  that	   is	  able	  and	  a	  man	  who	  knows	  how	  to	  preserve	  his	  body	   lest	   it	  becomes	  week,	  falls	  down	  and	  becomes	  corrupt,	  his	  brain	  or	  one	  of	  his	  members	  will	  be	  damaged	   and	   he	   will	   be	   separated	   from	   his	   companions	   –	   only	   one	   [as	  described]	  out	  of	  thousand	  exists. 	   Although	  Vosté	  was	  not	  sure	  if	  the	  fragment	  is	  authentic73,	  it	  can,	  in	  fact,	  be	  considered	  as	  an	  expanded	  version	  of	  a	  sentence	  from	  M	  3	  (Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  f.	  172r,	  lines	  6–8): 	  
:`9 ܕܕܘ!B< ܕ*AF&/ ̇ܗ8#: ܕ8Aܥ *["A*9 ܕ8ZB*#ܗܝ @W#01I F? ܕܘ!Bܗ !e#ܪ0Q9: ܕ^ 8&=WB 
ܘ8eG ܘ8e#ܫ %̣U !Qḧ @#*&ܗ	  	  The	  aim	  of	  the	  exercise	  of	  knowledge	  consists	  in	  that	  a	  monk	  should	  know	  how	  to	  keep	  his	  body	  and	  his	  conduct	  with	  discernment,	  so	  that	  he	  may	  not	  become	  lame,	  fall	  and	  remain	  without	  his	  companions.	  	  In	  order	  to	  offer	  a	  possible	  explanation	  for	  the	  provenance	  of	  the	  given	  piece,	  one	   has	   to	   pay	   attention	   to	   some	   features	   that	   remind	   us	   of	   the	   textual	  transmission	  of	  M.	  Thus,	  the	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn	  suggests	  that	  the	  manuscript	  
                                                                                                                73	  Vosté	  1929,	  p.	  198.	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has	   an	   apparent	   relationship	   to	   the	   East	   Syriac	   tradition.	   Indeed,	   as	   noticed	  earlier	  by	  scholars,	  the	  codex	  exhibits	  considerable	  divergences	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  text	  form	  of	  some	  canonical	  works	  that	  are	  preserved	  in	  it74.	  Moreover,	  it	  is	  a	  very	  rare	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript	  that	  contains	  excerpts	  from	  canonical	  documents	  of	  the	  Church	  of	  the	  East75.	  	  	   Secondly,	  this	  piece	  testifies	  to	  the	  popularity	  of	  M	  3	  first	   in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  (see	  above	  ms.	  vi),	  and	  then	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition	  (see	  below	  ms.	  x).	  	   Thirdly,	   it	   reflects	  a	   steady	  association,	  which	  can	   be	  especially	  well	  observed	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition,	  of	  the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  and	  Isaac.	  	   Bearing	  all	  that	   in	  mind,	  I	  would	  propose	  to	  view	  this	  piece	  as	  being	  closely	  related	  to	  the	  East	  Syriac	  branch	  of	  the	  transmission	  of	  M,	  in	  which,	  as	  we	  have	  seen	  earlier	  (ms.	  vi),	  the	  text	  of	  Šemʿōn	  was	  circulating	  as	  early	  as	  in	  the	  13th	  century	  in	  both	  abridged	  and	  excerpted	  form.	  An	  explicit	  reference	  to	  Isaac	  should	  be	  seen	  not	  so	  much	  as	  a	  proof	  of	  an	  original	  addressee	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  passage,	  but	  rather	  as	  a	  clear	  indication	  of	  the	  mutual	  transmission	  of	  the	  texts	  of	  Isaac	  and	  Šemʿōn	  in	  the	  original	  East	  Syriac	  sources.	  This	  joint	  transmission	  was	  already	  documented	  by	  manuscript	  Sinai	  syr.	  14.	  	   As	   for	   the	   possible	   passage	   in	   Isaac’s	   corpus	   referred	   to	   by	   an	  anonymous	   editor	   of	   the	   passage,	   I	   was	   not	   fortunate	   to	   find	   any	  correspondence	  in	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  that	  might	  be	  presupposed	  by	  an	  editor.	  	  
viii.	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  (ca.	  1300	  CE)	  	  This	  manuscript	  was	  presented	  earlier	  as	  the	  one	  that	  contains	  a	  fragment	  from	  Šemʿōn	  Homily	  on	  the	  Consecration	  of	  the	  Cell.	  We	  saw	  that	  the	  fragment	  from	  the	  Homily	  appears	  in	  a	  more	  recent	  part	  of	  the	  codex	  (ca.	  middle	  of	  the	  15th	  c.).	  
                                                                                                                74	  E.g.	  Canons	  of	  John	  bar	  Qursos	  (Vööbus,	  1970,	  p.	  158),	  Canons	  of	  Sargis	  Amphiaṭor	  (Vööbus,	  1970,	  p.	  187),	  Canons	  (Vööbus,	  1970,	  p.	  204)	  and	  Resolutions	  (Vööbus,	  1970,	  p.	  283)	  of	  Jaqob	  of	  Edessa.	  75	  There	  are	  fragments	  from	  Canons	  of	  Catholicoi	  Timothy	  I	  (f.	  25v–34v),	  Išoʿ	  bar	  Nun	  (f.	  34v–47a)	  and	  of	  John	  bar	  Abgārē.	  Cf.	  Vööbus	  1970,	  pp.	  464–466,	  Kaufhold	  1971,	  pp.	  35–36.	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However,	  there	  is	  one	  more	  text	  that	  comes	  from	  Šemʿōn’s	  corpus76.	  Namely,	  a	  fragment	  from	  M	  28	  can	  be	  found	  without	  any	  rubric	  and	  indication	  of	  its	  author	  in	  the	  older	  part	  of	  the	  manuscript	  dated	  by	  Mingana	  to	  around	  the	  year	  1300.	  Furthermore,	  it	  is	  worth	  noting	  that	  it	  features	  within	  a	  longer	  text	  that	  has	  only	  a	  primitive	  division	  into	  sections	  and	  runs	  from	  f.	  13r	  till	   f.	  90v.	  The	  scholars	  have	  recently	  managed	   to	   identify	   some	  passages	  of	   this	   long	   text	  as	  coming	  from	  the	  Second	  Part	   of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh77,	  nevertheless	  a	   larger	  part	  of	   that	  section	  still	  remains	  unidentified.	  	  	  Ff.	  46r,	  line	  2	  –	  f.	  47r,	  line	  5	  Title:	  –	  Incipit:	   D&*} ܕ:#Oa/ ܕ!"̈H&/ %#@A !ZSQ9  Desinit:	   @1T2Bܗ !&ܪ ܨ@#ܬ/ ^ FAD"G ܨ@"& %["Aܐ*&  Content:	  text	  corresponds	  (with	  some	  omissions	  and	  variations)	  to	  the	  first	  part	  of	  M	  28	  (Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  f.	  193r	  –	  194r,	  line	  14).	  	  As	  it	  was	  demonstrated	  earlier,	  the	  recent	  part	  of	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  is	  likely	  to	  be	  not	   distantly	   related	   to	   the	   original	   East	   Syriac	  manuscript.	   Is	   it	   possible	   to	  determine	  the	  character	  of	  the	  older	  part	  of	  the	  same	  manuscript	  that	  contains	  the	   excerpt	   from	  M	  28?	  Apparently,	   the	   older	   part	   of	   the	   codex	   is	  also	   very	  closely	  related	  to	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition	  as	  can	  be	  testified,	  for	  example,	  by	  the	  fact	   that	   it	   contains	   fragments	   from	   Isaac’s	   Second	   Part,	   the	   text	   that	   is	   not	  known	  to	  have	  been	  available	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu	  before	  12th/13th	  century78.	  	  If	  we	  consider	  this	  assumption	  as	  plausible,	  we	  may	  treat	  the	  presence	  of	  the	  fragment	  from	  M	  28	  together	  with	  similar	  excerpts	  from	  the	  Second	  Part	  
                                                                                                                76	  The	  fragment	  was	  first	  identified	  in	  Bettiolo	  1992,	  p.	  17.	  77	  Bettiolo	  1988/9,	  p.	  107	  n.	  1,	  Brock	  1995,	  pp.	  xxx–xxxi,	  Chialà	  2007,	  pp.	  59–60.	  78	  Another	  proof	  for	  that	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  text	  discussed	  below	  as	  Text	  I	  of	  the	  Dubia.	  Apart	  from	  Mingana	  syr.	  86,	  it	  is	  preserved	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  codex	  India	  Office	  9.	  Thus,	  the	  presence	  of	  the	  text	  in	   two	  manuscripts	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  an	  example	  of	  borrowing	  on	   the	  side	  of	   the	   Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition	  and	  not	  vice	  versa.	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of	   Isaac	   as	   a	   compilation	   of	   fragments	   from	   the	   ascetic	   works	   of	   Isaac	   and	  Šemʿōn	  made	  by	  a	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  scribe	  based	  on	  an	  East	  Syriac	  model.	  The	  evident	  close	  relationship	  to	  the	  East	  Syriac	  manuscript	  tradition	  provides	   us	  with	   important	   evidence	   to	   argue	   that	   the	   joint	   presence	   of	   the	  works	   of	   both	   Šemʿōn	   and	   Isaac	   was	   not	   a	   deliberate	   decision	   of	   a	   Syrian	  Orthodox	   scribe,	   but	  was	   suggested	   to	   him	  by	   the	  available	   source	  material.	  Thus,	  this	  manuscript,	  despite	  its	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  origin,	  reflects	  the	  fact	  that	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition	  the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  (M	  and	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace)	  and	  Isaac	   (Second	   Part)	  were	   transmitted	   together.	   On	   the	   other	   hand,	   both	   the	  disposition	  and	  the	  selection	  of	  the	  relevant	  portions	  of	  the	  texts	  can	  be	  most	  probably	  attributed	  to	  a	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  scribe	  rather	  than	  to	  an	  underlying	  East	  Syriac	  model.	  The	  entire	  long	  text	  present	  in	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  product	  of	  the	  scribe.	  	  
ix.	  Mardin	  Orth.	  420	  (1473/4	  CE)79	  	  The	  manuscript	  was	  already	  presented	  as	  one	  that	  contains	  a	  fragment	  from	  the	  
Homily	  on	  the	  Consecration	  of	  the	  Cell	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  The	  fragments	  from	  M	  appear	  among	  an	  extensive	  series	  of	  relatively	  short	  texts	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  More	   precisely,	   the	   fragment	   from	   the	   Homily	   is	   followed	   directly	   by	   five	  chapters	  from	  M.	  Here	  is	  an	  overview	  of	  those	  texts.	  	  1.	  Pp.	  413,	  col.	  2	  –	  414,	  col.	  1	  Title:	   ܬܘܒ ܕ*SI ܕܐ!9 ܐ*T[\ ܕ8"Q#/ FG ܬM!"&/ ܕܕܘ!]< ܘܕ0]D9 	  Incipit:	   ܐ%&ܝ ܕ̇ܨ!9 ܐ8& @1Aܥ %H#=&/ ܕܬܪ!"&ܟ !Aܘ!B<  Desinit:	   %l/ ܐ8& @1a@y R#@[Q9 ܕܕܘ!]*k :Q"̈9 ܘ0e"]< 	  Content:	  M	  24	  	  
                                                                                                                79	  For	  bibliographical	  data,	  see	  supra.	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2.	  P.	  414,	  col.	  1–col.	  2	  	  Title:	   ܕ*SI FG ܕܘ!]< ܕ^ *AF&/  Incipit:	   ܐ*Q9 ܕ8ẹ\ %U %lܪ*U ܘF5̣B :#ܦ. ܘ^ܪF9 ܕ%#@`Q9 ^ %Z9 	  Desinit: ܕ^ :5B< ܕ@S1a89 %H"Q9 ܕܐܪF9 ܕ%#@`Q9 	  	  Content:	  M	  25	  	  3.	  Pp.	  414,	  col.	  2	  –	  415,	  col.	  2	  Title:	   ܕ*SI ܕܐ!9 ܐ*T[\. FG F1̈t  Incipit:	   ܐ*Q9 ܕ!N!Q9 ܕF̈1t ܘ!`"9 O59 @I 8"[&/ 	  Desinit:	   %ZG ܕܕܘD&ܗ ܕܐ@I/ 0"Q9 ܐܬJB*& %U 85"̈9 	  Content:	  M	  26	  	  4.	  Pp.	  415,	  col.	  2	  –	  417,	  col.	  2	  Independent	  text	  that	  cannot	  be	  identified	  so	  far.	  	  5.	  Pp.	  417,	  col.	  2	  –	  418,	  col.	  2	  Title:	   ܕ*SI FG %TY&/ ܕܕܘ!]< ܕ̇ܗܘ*9 !l!"Q9 ܘFG 4"5#ܬ/: ܘFG %e#@&/ ܕ%Qİ  Incipit:	   ܐ*`Q9 ܕܕMO9 ܕ%H#̈=&/ !&ܪ!"&/ ܕ*#ܡ %U *#ܡ 	  Desinit:	   @"`9 ܕܐ=5U ܘF1SU ܘ4"QU @U ܐܬܪ< ܐܢ @1S`#ܬ/ ܘܐܢ @H#8YQ9  Content:	  M	  27	  [followed	  by	  some	  additional	  material]	  	  6.	  Pp.	  419,	  col.	  2	  –	  423,	  col.	  1  	  Title:	   ܕ*SI ܕܐ!9 ܐ*T[\ ܕ8"Q#/ FG 0#=Sy ܙ8"̈9 ܕܨ@#ܬ/  Incipit:	   D&*} ܕ:#O9 ܕ!"̈H&/ %#@A !ZSQ9  Desinit:	   DSI*U 45̈&/ ܘ!"̈H&/ ܕ%T&F]ܢ !5B*&/: 8̇T\ +~~~~~~~~~~ ܬ05# . ^@I/  Content:	  M	  28	  	  7.	  Pp.	  423,	  col.	  1	  –	  425,	  col.	  2	  [see	  Dubia.	  Text	  I]	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There	  are	  five	  texts	  that	  correspond	  to	  chapters	  M	  24–28,	  respectively,	  and	  two	  more	  text	  pieces	  of	  uncertain	  provenance	  (the	  last	  one	  will	  be	  discussed	  later	  in	  this	  chapter).	  	  A	  few	  peculiarities	  regarding	  those	  texts	  can	  be	  singled	  out.	  The	  same	  manuscript	  contains	  also	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  by	  Šemʿōn	  (see	  Chapter	  IV	  below),	  but	  it	  does	  not	  seem	  to	  be	  likely	  that	  both	  were	  copied	  from	  a	  single	  manuscript,	  although	  this	  possibility	  cannot	  be	  excluded.	  	  Chapters	  M	  24–28	  follow	  immediately	  a	  fragment	  from	  the	  Homily	  on	  
the	   Consecration	   of	   the	   Cell	   (pp.	   409–413)	   and	   precede	   a	   selection	   from	   the	  
Gnostic	  Chapters	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (pp.	  425–433).	  This	  sequence	  of	  the	  works	  is	  somewhat	  similar	  to	  that	  of	  Mingana	  syr.	  86,	  yet	  the	  latter	  contains	  additional	  material	   that	  has	  not	  been	   identified	  so	   far.	  Nevertheless,	  a	  divergence	   from	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  is	  rather	  significant.	  If	  the	  text	  of	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  still	  bears	  the	  traces	  of	   its	  close	  relation	  to	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition,	  then	  Mardin	  Orth.	  420	  testifies	   to	   a	   stage	   of	   the	   transmission	   process	   when	   this	   selection,	   i.e.	   a	  fragment	  from	  the	  Homily	  and	  selected	  chapters	  from	  M	  and	  Gnostic	  chapters	  of	  Isaac,	  became	  fully	   incorporated	  into	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition	  and	  were	  transmitted	  with	  an	  explicit	  attribution	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  	  
x.	  Vat.	  sir.	  562	  (1487	  CE)80	  
	  This	   manuscript	   of	   Syrian	   Orthodox	   provenance	   (most	   probably	   from	   Tur	  ʿAbdin	   region)	   contains	   the	  First	   Part	   of	   Isaac’s	   corpus,	   the	  Book	   of	   Grace	   of	  Šemʿōn	  (with	  an	  attribution	  to	  Isaac)	  and	  a	  few	  shorter	  texts.	  The	  main	  part	  of	  the	  manuscript	   is	   followed	  by	  a	  few	  texts	  (ff.	  212r–223v)	  attributed	  to	  Isaac.	  Two	  of	   them	  can	   be	   readily	   identified	  as	   coming	   from	  On	   Silence	   by	  Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā,	  and	  another	  one	  from	  M	  of	  Šemʿōn:	  	  
                                                                                                                80	  The	  text	  is	  illegible	  on	  the	  black	  and	  white	  copy	  that	  was	  available	  to	  me.	  Van	  Lantschoot	  1965,	  pp.	  87–88.	  This	   text	  piece	  was	  overlooked	  by	  Van	  Lantschoot	  and	  was	  first	  identified	  by	  Bettiolo	  1992,	  p.	  17.	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F.	  220r–223v	  Title:	   FG R#ܪܫ %#0̈[&/  Incipit:	   ܐO#89 JA%"9 ܕ0Bܘ*#ܬ/ ܐ*&ܘܗܝ ܐ*&ܘܗܝ @U %H&%2Q#ܬ/ RH"Z&/  Desinit:	    ܗ̇ܘ *̇Aܥ 0Bܪ< ܘ!YQ#%I 42? 8T"Q9 ܘ@# %U %H1p ܐܕ89 ܕJB*Q9   Explicit81:	   0S? ]........[  	  Content:	  =	  ~	  M	  3	  (Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  ff.	  167v,	  line	  17	  –	  174r,	  line	  8)	  	  The	   sequence	   of	   the	  works	   (First	   Part	   of	   Isaac,	  Book	   of	   Grace	   of	   Šemʿōn,	  On	  
Silence	  of	  Dadīšōʿ)	  reminds	  us	  of	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript	  tradition	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace,	  where	  one	  regularly	  finds	  the	  following	  constellation	  of	  texts:	  
First	  Part	  of	  Isaac,	  Book	  of	  Grace	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  On	  Silence	  of	  Dadīšō82.	  Nevertheless,	  in	  the	  case	  of	  Vat.	  sir.	  562,	  the	  situation	  is	  slightly	  different,	  for	  we	  have	  only	  two	  fragments	  from	  On	  Silence	  of	  Dadīšōʿ	  as	  well	  as	  an	  additional	  fragment	  from	  M	  3.	  	   Two	   witnesses	   of	   M	   3	   were	   presented	   during	   the	   preceding	  examination	  of	  the	  extant	  fragments.	  One	  is	  an	  East	  Syriac	  (ms	  vi)	  and	  the	  other	  a	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  (ms.	  vii)	  manuscript.	  The	  excerpts	  from	  M	  3	  present	  in	  both	  of	  them	  were	  interpreted	  as	  a	  testimony	  to	  an	  independent	  circulation	  of	  the	  text	  of	  M	  3,	  which	  had	  reached	  a	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu	  already	  by	   the	  13th	  century.	   The	   evidence	   of	   the	   Vat.	   sir.	   562	   (containing	   an	   almost	   complete	  chapter)	  witnesses	  to	  the	  circulation	  of	  M	  3	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu	  and	  moreover,	  it	  strongly	  suggests	  that	  M	  3	  was	  known	  not	  only	  in	  a	  fragmentary	  form	  (as	  in	  the	  ms.	  vii),	  but	  also	  in	  its	  complete	  version.	  	  
xi.	  Šarfeh,	  Raḥmānī	  181	  (15th–16th	  c.)	  	  
                                                                                                                81	  Not	  legible	  on	  my	  black	  and	  white	  copy.	  82	  See	  Chapter	  IV	  below.	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Syrian	  Orthodox	  monastic	  miscellany	  containing	  the	  works	  attributed	  to	  John	  of	  Dalyata,	   John	   the	   Solitary,	   Isaac	   of	  Nineveh,	  Abraham	  of	  Natpar,	  Macarios	   of	  Egypt,	  Evagrios	  and	  others.	   	  One	  chapter	  from	  M	  can	  be	  found	  among	  the	  texts	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh83.	  	   	  F.	  72v–73v	  	  Title:	    ܕ*SI FG 0#=Sy ܙ8"̈9 ܕܨ@#ܬ/  Incipit:	   D&*} ܕ:#O9 ܕ!"̈H&/ %#@A !ZSQ9 	  Desinit:	   %U *AF&/ D"Q"&/ ܕܬMܬ*U ܕ8eHQ#ܬ/ ܘ8H&ܘܘܢ @&JQ#ܬܗܘܢ JA%"&/ 	  Content:	  M	  28	  without	  the	  final	  paragraph	  of	  four	  lines	  (Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  ff.	  194v,	  line	  3	  from	  bottom	  –	  195r,	  line	  2)	  	  Chapter	  M	  28	   appears	   in	   the	   section	   that	   contains	  many	   short	   texts	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (ff.	  43–78)	  that	  remain	  so	  far	  unidentified84.	  In	  general,	  this	  collection	  of	  short	  texts	  is	  different	  from	  a	  comparable	  set	  of	  texts	  found	  in	  Mardin	  Orth.	  420.	  This	  variety	  apparently	  reflects	  a	  wide	  circulation	  of	  such	  selected	  material	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu.	  One	  might	  easily	  imagine	  that	  those	  short	  texts	  were	  quite	  attractive	  for	  monks	  due	  to	  their	  short	  size	  as	  well	   as	   due	   to	   their	   apophthegmatic	   character	   that	   does	   not	   presuppose	   an	  internal	  interdependence	  of	  the	  textual	  material.	  	  Apart	   from	   the	   evidence	   about	   the	   standard	   attribution	   of	   Šemʿōn’s	  chapters	  from	  the	  M	  to	  Isaac	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition,	  Raḥmānī	  181	  is	  an	  important	  witness	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  M	  was	  taken	  over	  by	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition	   not	   in	   its	   complete	   form,	   but	   as	   a	   group	   (or	   groups?)	   of	   selected	  chapters.	   In	   the	  course	  of	   the	  manuscript	   transmission	  certain	  chapters	  may	  
                                                                                                                83	  It	  well	  may	  be	  that	  there	  are	  some	  other	  texts	  from	  M	  with	  attribution	  to	  Isaac	  in	  that	  manuscript.	  However,	  due	  to	  the	  mediocre	  quality	  of	  the	  microfilm	  that	  was	  at	  my	  disposal,	  I	  was	  unable	  to	  check	  every	   text	   piece.	  Re–examination	  of	   that	  manuscript	   is	   therefore	  worthwhile.	  Chahine	  dated	   the	  manuscript	  according	  to	  its	  ductus	  to	  15th–16th	  century	  (Chahine	  2004,	  pp.	  104–105).	  84	  At	  least	  one	  part	  can	  be	  identified	  as	  containing	  a	  selection	  from	  the	  Gnostic	  Chapter	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	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have	   been	   separated	   from	   a	   group	   to	   form	   an	   independent	   branch	   of	   the	  transmission.	   Apparently,	   Raḥmānī	   181	   provides	   us	  with	   an	   example	   of	   the	  latter	  development,	  when	  M	  28	  was	  selected	  among	  other	  available	  chapters.	  	  
xii.	  British	  Library,	  India	  Office	  9	  (1712/3	  CE)85	  
	  East	  Syriac	  manuscript	  of	  varied,	  but	  mostly	  philosophical	  and	  lexicographical	  content.	  For	  instance,	  it	  contains	  the	  Book	  of	  the	  Interpreter	  of	  Elias	  of	  Nisibis,	  treatises	  On	  the	  Division	  of	  the	  Philosophy	  and	  About	  Four	  Problems	  of	  Philosophy	  of	   John	  bar	  Zoʿbi.	  The	  manuscript	   includes	  also	  a	  few	  texts	  of	  ascetic	  content.	  Thus,	   one	   finds	   there	   a	   commentary	   on	   the	   Chapters	   of	   Knowledge	   by	  Aphnīmāran	  as	  well	  as	  a	  part	  from	  the	  Book	  of	  Questions	  of	  Joseph	  Ḥazzāyā.	  Two	  chapters	  from	  M	  can	  be	  found	  after	  the	  Laughable	  Stories	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbroyo	  86.	  Both	  of	  them	  are	  introduced	  anonymously.	  	  
	  F.	  414r,	  col.	  1	  –	  col.	  2,	  line	  4	  Title:	   ܕFG ܗܘ89  Incipit:	   ܗܕ< D"Q"&/ ܐ*&*İ @Iܘ89 ܕܐ%&ܝ ܕ%&ܬ=A  Desinit:	   ܕܬܘܬ/ %&ܪܨ*U %["̈S&ܗܘܢ !&*5#ܬ/  Content:	  M	  32	  	  F.	  414v,	  col.	  1,	  line	  14	  –	  415r,	  col.	  1,	  line	  20	  Title:	   FG ܗ̇ܝ ܕ!B8H9 !l@1I ܕܐ@I/ !t =T"Bܘܬ/ ܐܬ!Bܝ  Incipit:	   ܐ*& !W# @59 %[N*&/ %&*AFQ"&/  Desinit:	    !Q#ܗܪܟ ܗ̣ܘ =̇N*QU 8#ܗܪ<  Content:	  M	  30	  	  
                                                                                                                85	  Furlani	  1924.	  86	  In	  fact,	  there	  is	  another	  piece	  between	  them	  that	  can	  also	  be	  attributed	  to	  Šemʿon.	  See	  Chapter	  III	  below.	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This	  witness	  is	  remarkable	  for	  two	  reasons.	  First,	  although	  being	  an	  East	  Syriac	  manuscript,	   it	   provides	   the	   chapters	   from	   the	   M	   without	   their	   original	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn.	  Omission	  of	  this	  kind	  is	  normal	  for	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition,	  but	  not	  for	  the	  East	  Syriac	  one.	  If	  one	  pays	  attention	  to	  the	  specific	  feature	  of	  the	  textual	  history	  of	  M,	  which	  was	  circulating	  within	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition	  in	  the	  form	  of	  selected	  chapters	  as	  early	  as	  in	  the	  13th	  century,	  then	  it	  turns	  out	  that	  the	  given	  manuscript	  could	  also	  be	  a	  witness	  to	  that	  particular	  branch	   of	   the	   textual	   transmission	   of	  M,	   i.e.	   represented	   only	   in	   the	   form	  of	  selected	  chapters.	  Apparently,	  this	  branch	  had	  a	  rather	  long	  history,	  and	   this	  might	   account	   for	   the	   second	   significant	   aspect	   of	   India	   Office	   9,	   namely	   a	  reverse	  order	  of	  chapters.	  	  
xiii.	  Mingana	  syr.	  47	  (1907	  CE,	  Alqōš)87	  
	  The	   East	   Syriac	   manuscript	   under	   consideration	   is	   primarily	   a	   collection	   of	  synodical	  acts	  (the	  so-­‐‑called	  Synodicon	  Orientale),	  and	  was	  copied	  in	  1907	  by	  a	  prolific	  Chaldean	  scribe	  Abraham	  Šeḵwānā88	  in	  the	  city	  of	  Alqōš.	  Its	  model	  was	  
olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  169,	  which	  dates	  approximately	  back	  to	  the	  14th	  century89.	  
Synodicon	  Oientale	  is	  followed	  by	  a	  curious	  selection	  of	  different	  texts	  attributed	   to	  East	  Syriac	  authors.	  One	  can	  distinguish	  among	   them	  a	  specific	  section	  of	  the	  ascetic	  and	  mystical	  texts	  attributed	  to	  Dadīshoʿ	  (ff.	  240b–247a),	  Evagrius	  (ff.	  247a–248b),	  ʿAbdīšōʿ	  (ff.	  248b–252a),	  John	  bar	  Penkāyē	  (ff.	  252a–255b)	  and	  Šemʿōn	  (ff.	  255b-­‐‑257b).	  Although,	  as	  stressed	  by	  Sebastian	  Brock,	  some	  of	  the	  texts	  preserved	  in	  Mingana	  Syr.	  47	  are	  not	  known	  in	  any	  other	  copy90,	  the	  model	  of	  that	  group	  
                                                                                                                87	  Mingana	  1933,	  pp.	  121–133.	  88	  See	  also	  Chapter	  I.	  89	  On	  that	  particular	  manuscript	  depend	  a	  large	  number	  of	  modern	  manuscripts	  coipes	  (cf.	  Brock	  1969,	  p.	  45,	  note	  2;	  Gero	  1981,	  p.	  2,	  note	  5).	  90	  Brock	  1969,	  p.	  211	  and	  p.	  216.	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of	  texts	  with	  monastic	  contents	  can	  be	  identified	  with	  high	  credibility.	  Already	  Bunge	  assumed	  that	  two	  fragments	  of	  Joseph	  Ḥazzāyā,	  which	  are	  found	  in	  that	  manuscript	   with	   the	   attribution	   to	   ʿAbdīšōʿ,	   were	   copied	   directly	   from	   olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  23791.	  An	  examination	  of	  these	  texts	  supports	  the	  assumption	  of	  Bunge.	  	  However,	  what	  we	  find	  in	  this	  manuscript	  are	  not	  complete	  texts	  that	  were	  copied	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  the	  model,	  but	  rather	  their	  abridged	  versions92.	  The	  same	  applies	  to	  the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  Although	  the	  title	  of	  the	  text	  as	  well	  as	  the	  absence	  of	  the	  internal	  rubrics	  suggests	  that	  what	  we	  have	  here	  is	  one	  complete	  treatise,	  in	  reality	  the	  text	  is	  a	  compilation	  of	  excerpts	  from	  five	  chapters	  of	  the	  
M.	  	   	  
M	  1	  (complete):	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  ff.	  255v,	  line	  18	  –	  last	  line	  =	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  ff.	  163r–163v	  	  
M	  3:	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  ff.	  255v,	  last	  line	  –	  256r,	  line	  1	  =	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  ff.	  169v,	  line	  5–	  line	  6	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  ff.	  256r,	  line	  1	  –	  line	  5	  =	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  ff.	  169v,	  line	  14	  –	  line	  18	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  ff.	  256r,	  line	  5	  –	  256v,	  line	  12	  =	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  ff.	  170v,	  line	  11	  –	  171v,	  line	  6.	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  ff.	  256v,	  line	  12	  –	  line	  14	  =	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  ff.	  172r,	  line	  18	  –	  line	  20	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  ff.	  256v,	  line	  14	  –	  line	  15	  =	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  ff.	  173r,	  line	  9	  –	  line	  10	  
                                                                                                                91	  Bunge	  1982,	  p.	  219,	  note	  1	  and	  p.	  268,	  note	  1.	  92	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  f.	  248v–249r	  (=	  Vosté	  1929,	  XXVI,	  1);	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  f.	  249r	  (=	  Vosté	  1929,	  XXVI,	  2);	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  f.	  249r–249v	  (=	  Vosté	  1929,	  XXVI,	  3);	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  f.	  249v–251r	  (=	  Vosté	  1929,	  XXVII);	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  f.	  251r–252r	  (=	  Vosté	  1929,	  XXX*);	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  f.	  252r–255v	  =	  (Vosté	  1929,	  XXXIII).	  We	  may	  not	  but	  acknowledge	  that	  Abraham	  excerpted	  the	  fragments	  accurately,	  always	  taking	  into	  account	  the	  extant	  subdivision	  of	  a	  treatise.	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Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  ff.	  256v,	  line	  15	  –	  line	  24	  =	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  ff.	  173v,	  line	  18	  –	  174r,	  line	  6	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  ff.	  256v,	  line	  24	  –	  257r,	  line	  1	  =	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  ff.	  186v,	  line	  12	  –	  line	  15	  	  	  
M	  25:	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  ff.	  257r,	  line	  1	  –	  line	  11=	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  ff.	  191v–192r	  	  
M	  26:	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  ff.	  257r,	  line	  11	  –	  line	  15	  =	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  ff.	  192r	  –	  192r,	  line	  8	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  ff.	  257r,	  line	  16	  –	  line	  23	  =	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  ff.	  192r,	  line	  14	  –	  line	  23	  	  
M	  28:	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  ff.	  257r,	  line	  23	  –	  line	  25	  =	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  ff.	  193r	  –	  193r,	  line	  17	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  ff.	  257r,	  line	  25	  –	  257v,	  line	  1	  =	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  ff.	  193r,	  line	  22	  –	  193v,	  line	  1	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  ff.	  257v,	  line	  1	  –	  line	  6	  =	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  ff.	  193v,	  line	  15	  –	  line	  22	  Mingana	  syr.	  47,	  ff.	  257v,	  line	  6	  –	  line	  10	  =	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  ff.	  194r,	  line	  8	  –	  line	  14	  	  A	  comparison	  of	  the	  fragments	  in	  Mingana	  syr.	  47	  with	  the	  original	  in	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237	  is	  sufficient	  to	  conclude	  that	  the	  latter	  was	  used	  as	  a	  model	  by	  Abraham	  Šeḵwānā	  in	  order	  to	  make	  a	  selection	  of	  fragments	  with	  an	  ascetic	  content.	  	  Since	  the	  fragments	  from	  M	  were	  reproduced	  fairly	  faithfully,	  they	  have	  no	   independent	   value	   with	   regard	   to	  M.	   Nevertheless,	   the	   presence	   of	   the	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fragments	   in	  Mingana	   syr.	   47	   is	  an	   important	  witness	   to	   the	   fact	   that	   in	   the	  beginning	   of	   the	   20th	   century,	   in	   the	  East	   Syriac	  milieu,	   the	  manuscript	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237	  was	  assessed	  as	  an	  important	  and	  unique	  codex	  that	  deserved	  to	  be	  copied	  and	  transmitted.	  	  	  
xiv.	  Mosul,	  Dominican	  Monastery	  311	  (1935)93	  A	  partial	  copy	  of	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237.	  	  p.	  23	  Content:	  ~M	  3	  (Mingana	  syr.	  601.	  f.	  171v,	  lines	  7–13)	  
Textual	  transmission	  of	  the	  fragments.	  	  Having	  presented	  all	  extant	  witnesses	  for	  M,	  it	  is	  worth	  organizing	  the	  evidence	  they	  provide	  in	  a	  tabular	  form94.	  The	  following	  table	  does	  not	  contain	  the	  three	  modern	  witnesses	  to	  the	  complete	  text	  of	  M	  (namely,	  ii–iv),	  as	  all	  of	  them	  derive	  from	  one	  East	  Syriac	  manuscript,	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237.	  	   MANUSCRIPT	   PROVENANCE	   CHAPTERS	  OF	  M	   ATTRIBUTION	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  (10th	  c.)	   Chalcedonian	   23	  |	  24	  |	  17	   Šemʿōn	  |	  –	  |	  	  –	  
olim	   NDS	   237	  (1289)	   East	  Syriac	   ~	   3	   (f.	   171b,	   lines	  7–13)	   Šemʿōn	  Cambridge	   Add.	  2023	  (13th	  c.)	   Syriac	  Orthodox	   ~	  3	  (f.	  172r,	  lines	  6–8)	  +	  addition	   Šemʿōn	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  (ca.	  1300)	   Syriac	  Orthodox	   ~	  28	   –	  
                                                                                                                93	  For	  bibliographical	  data,	  see	  supra.	  94	  The	  sign	  ~	  designates	  that	  a	  given	   text	  is	  not	  a	  complete	  chapter	   from	  M,	  but	  an	  excerpt.	  The	  witnesses	  may	  contain	  numerous	  variant	  readings	  as	  compared	  with	  the	  edition	  of	  Mingana.	  That	  specific	  issue	  is	  not	  treated	  here.	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Mardin	   Orth.	   420	  (1473/4)	   Syriac	  Orthodox	   24	  |	  25	  |	  26	  |	  *95	  |	  27	  +	  additions	  |	  28	  |	  *96	   Isaac	  |	  ‘of	  the	  same’	  |	   Isaac	   |	   *	   |	   ‘of	   the	  same’	  |	  Isaac	  |	  *	  Vat.	  sir.	  562	  (1487)	   Syriac	  Orthodox	   ~	  3	  (f.	  167v,	  line	  17	  –	  174r,	  line	  8)	   –	   (but	   follows	   a	  number	   of	   texts	  attributed	   to	   Isaac	  of	  Nineveh)	  Šarfeh,	   Raḥmānī	  181	  (15–16	  c.)	   Syriac	  Orthodox	   28	   –	   (but	   stands	  among	   the	   texts	  explicitly	  attributed	  to	  Isaac)	  BL,	   India	   Office	   9	  (1712/3)	   East	  Syriac	   32	  |	  *97	  |	  	  30	   –	  |	  	  |	  –	  Mingana	   syr.	   47	  (1907)	   East	  Syriac	   1+~3+25+26+28	   Šemʿōn	  Mosul,	   Dominican	  Monastery	   311	  (1935)	  
East	  Syriac	   ~	   3	   (f.	   171b,	   lines	  7–13)	   Šemʿōn	  
	  The	   search	   for	   the	   fragments	   from	   Šemʿōn’s	   work	   (M)	   has	   resulted	   in	   the	  detection	   of	   ten	   manuscripts	   that	   provide	   ample	   evidence	   regarding	   the	  circulation	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  treatise	  as	  well	  as	  its	  textual	  transmission.	  	  Those	   ten	  manuscripts	   represent	   all	   three	  main	   Syriac	   ecclesiastical	  traditions:	   Melkite	   (Sinai	   syr.	   14),	   East	   Syriac	   (olim	   Notre	   Dame	   des	  Semences/Vosté	   237,	   India	   Office	   9,	  Mingana	   syr.	   47,	   Dominican	  Monastery	  311)	  and	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  (Mingana	  syr.	  86,	  Cambridge	  Add.	  2023,	  Mardin	  Orth.	  420,	  Raḥmānī	  181	  and	  Vat.	  sir.	  562).	  	  As	   far	   as	   the	   East	   Syriac	   branch	   is	   concerned,	   it	   is	   witnessed	   by	   a	  fragment	   from	   M	   3	   (1289),	   complete	   chapters	   M	   30	   and	  M	   32	   (1712/13),	  
                                                                                                                95	  Independent	  text	  that	  cannot	  be	  identified	  so	  far.	  96	  See	  Dubia	  below.	  97	  That	  passage	  is	  treated	  in	  the	  Chapter	  III.	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whereas	  a	  selection	  of	  chapters	  produced	  in	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  20th	  century	  is	  based	   directly	   on	   our	   main	   witness	   for	   M,	   namely	   olim	   Notre	   Dame	   des	  Semences/Vosté	   237.	   It	   is	   important	   to	   notice	   that	   although	   we	   have	   no	  evidence	  for	  the	  circulation	  of	  the	  complete	  text	  of	  M,	  all	  the	  witnesses	  point	  to	  the	   longtime	   transmission	   of	   separate	   chapters	   from	   it.	   The	   lack	   of	   the	  attribution	   of	   chapters	   in	   India	   Office	   9	   seems	   to	   point	   to	   such	   extensive	  transmission	  history	  of	  the	  separate	  chapters	  from	  M,	   in	  the	  course	  of	  which	  some	  of	  them	  lost	  their	  original	  attribution	  as	  well	  as	  their	  original	  sequence.	  The	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition	  provides	  the	  evidence	  for	  M	  3	  (13th	  c.	  and	  1487),	  and	  M	  24–28	  (1472,	  and	  ca.	  15th–16th	  c.	  and	  1300	  for	  the	  last	  fragment).	  It	  is	  worth	  noting	  that	  Mingana	  syr.	  86,	  Mardin	  Orth.	  420,	  Raḥmānī	  181	  and	  Vat.	  sir.	  562,	  which	  were	  copied	  during	  the	  period	  of	  three	  to	  four	  centuries	  (13th–15th/16th),	  witness	   to	   the	   fact	   that	   the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  branch	  of	   the	   textual	  transmission	  of	  chapters	  from	  M	  was	  quite	  prosperous.	  	  As	  for	  the	  Melkite	  branch,	  which	  is	  represented	  by	  the	  only	  manuscript	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  that	  contains	  M	  23,	  M	  24	  and	  M	  17,	  one	  can	  infer	  that	  it	  is	  a	  unique	  witness	  to	  the	  circulation	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  works	  in	  the	  Melkite	  milieu,	  for	  till	  today	  no	  other	  evidence	  of	  this	  kind	  is	  known.	  A	  more	  in-­‐‑depth	  examination	  of	  the	  evidence	  allows	  us	  to	  draw	  some	  conclusions	   regarding	   the	   history	   of	   the	   transmission	   of	   Šemʿōn’s	   treatise	   in	  three	  traditions.	  	  First	  of	  all,	  one	  can	  safely	  conclude	  that	  the	  text	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  treatise	  was	  generally	  circulating	  in	  the	  form	  of	  selected	  chapters	  rather	  than	  as	  a	  complete	  text	  (the	  earliest	  evidence	  for	  that	  dates	  back	  to	  the	  10th	  century).	  We	  should	  not	   to	   forget	   that	  even	  M	   (1289)	  is	  only	  a	   selection	  of	  chapters,	  whereas	   the	  complete	  text	  has	  not	  survived.	  Nevertheless,	  even	  the	  text	  of	  M	  seems	  to	  be	  very	  rarely	  copied	  as	  such.	  	  Especially	  popular	  among	  the	  scribes	  were	  chapters	  M	  3	  (witnessed	  by	  four	  manuscripts),	  M	  26	  (which	  can	  be	  found	  in	  two	  manuscripts	  in	  its	  original	  and	   complete	   form)	   and	   M	   28	   (witnessed	   by	   four	   manuscripts).	   We	   have	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evidence	  of	  the	  separate	  circulation	  of	  M	  3	  in	  both	  the	  East	  Syriac	  (olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	   Semences/Vosté	   237)	   and	   Syrian	  Orthodox	   traditions	   (Cambridge	  Add.	  2023	  and	  Vat.	  sir.	  562)	  as	  early	  as	  the	  13th	  century.	  It	  is	  likely	  that	  in	  all	  available	   cases	   the	   text(s)	  was	   copied	   from	  models	   that	   did	   not	   contain	   the	  complete	  original	  treatise	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  but	  a	  group	  of	  chapters	  or	  a	  single	  chapter	  only.	  The	  presence	  of	  M	  28	  in	  Raḥmānī	  181,	  where	  it	  appears	  in	  a	  section	  of	  works	  of	  Isaac	  different	  from	  the	  one	  found	  in	  Mardin	  Orth.	  420,	  testify	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  this	  chapter	  enjoyed	  popularity	  among	  the	  Syriac	  monks,	  especially	  in	  the	  15th–16th	  century.	  Secondly,	  the	  apparent	  traits	  that	  reveal	  the	  close	  relation	  of	  Cambridge	  Add.	  2023,	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  and	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  to	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition	  provide	  grounds	  to	  assume	  that	  the	  chapters	  from	  the	  treatise	  of	  Šemʿōn	  that	  feature	  in	  those	   three	   manuscripts	   stand	   not	   very	   far	   from	   the	   original	   East	   Syriac	  recension.	  Moreover,	  in	  some	  cases	  they	  might	  have	  been	  directly	  copied	  from	  an	   East	   Syriac	   model.	   Significantly	   enough,	   two	   Syrian	   Orthodox	   witnesses	  (Cambridge	   Add.	   2023,	   Mingana	   syr.	   86)	   come	   from	   the	   13th	   century.	   This	  suggests	  that	  approximately	  around	  that	  time,	  i.e.	  the	  13th	  century,	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition	  got	  acquainted	  with	  and	  took	  over	  a	  part	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  treatise.	  	  Two	  of	   the	  manuscripts	   just	  mentioned	   (Cambridge	  Add.	  2023,	  Sinai	  syr.	  14)	  are	  very	  significant	  from	  the	  point	  of	  view	  of	  the	  reception	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  text	  in	  other	  traditions.	  Both	  of	  them	  have	  preserved	  the	  original	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn	   that	   is	   otherwise	   absent	   in	   later	  witnesses.	  Nevertheless,	   one	   of	   the	  manuscripts	  (Sinai	  syr.	  14)	  that	  stands	  close	  to	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition	  exhibits	  attempts	  to	  downplay	  the	  East	  Syriac	  provenance	  of	  the	  texts	  and	  their	  author.	  The	  original	  East	  Syriac	  text	  most	  probably	  had	  in	  its	  title	  the	  full	  name	  of	  its	  author	  as	  ‘Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh’,	  or	  maybe	  even	  ‘Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	  called	  Luke,	  disciple	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr’.	  What	  one	  can	  find	  in	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  is	  the	  quite	  neutral	  designation	   ‘holy	  Mar	   Šemʿōn’	   that	   conceals	   the	   full	   name	  of	   the	   author	   and	  thereby	  his	  ecclesiastical	  affiliation.	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Thirdly,	  attempts	  aiming	  at	  concealing	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  name	  and	   thus	  of	  downplaying	  his	  East	  Syriac	  provenance	  form	  an	  integral	  part	  of	  the	  reception	  of	  his	  texts	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition.	  Generally	  speaking,	  very	  rarely	  did	  an	  East	  Syriac	  text	  keep	  its	  authentic	  attribution	  after	  its	  transition	  to	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu98.	  The	  evidence	  available	  for	  the	  Šemʿōn’s	  treatise	  enables	  us	  to	  trace	  its	  appropriation	  by	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition.	  Being	  closely	  related	  to	   East	   Syriac	   tradition,	   Cambridge	   Add.	   2023	   is	   quite	   idiosyncratic	   in	   that	  respect	  for	   it	  retains	  the	  full	  name	  of	  the	  author,	  and	  thus	  marks	  the	  earliest	  stage	  when	  unwittingly	   the	  authentic	  name	  was	  preserved.	  The	   intermediate	  stage	  of	  the	  transmission	  is	  marked	  by	  the	  attempts	  to	  introduce	  a	  new	  author	  into	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition	  by	  means	  of	  the	  suspension	  of	  the	  author’s	  name.	   Thus,	   in	   both	  Mingana	   syr.	   86	   (ca.	   1300)	   and	   in	   Vat.	   sir.	   562	   (1487)	  chapters	   don’t	   have	   any	   attribution	   at	   all.	   Although	   a	   regular	   attribution	   of	  chapters	   from	  Šemʿōn’s	   treatise	   to	   Isaac	   is	  witnessed	   from	  1473/4	   onwards	  (Mardin	  Orth.	  420),	  this	  development	  can	  be	  observed	  already	  in	  the	  earliest	  Syrian	   Orthodox	   witness	   (Cambridge	   Add.	   2023),	   where	   one	   encounters	   a	  somewhat	  odd	  reference	  to	  Isaac.	  Fourth,	   one	   cannot	   help	   observing	   a	   close	   proximity	   of	   the	   texts	   of	  Šemʿōn	  and	  Isaac	  already	  in	  our	  oldest	  witness,	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  (10th	  c.),	  and	  later	  in	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  (ca.	  1300),	  Mardin	  Orth.	  420	  (1473/4),	  Raḥmānī	  181	  (15th–16th	  c.)	  and	  in	  Vat.	  sir.	  562	  (1487).	  None	  of	  those	  four	  manuscripts	   is	  of	  East	  Syriac	  provenance,	  and	  to	  complicate	  the	  matter	  even	  further,	  one	  can	  add	  that,	  generally	  speaking,	  there	  is	  no	  extant	  East	  Syriac	  manuscript	  that	  could	  witness	  to	  the	  joint	  transmission	  of	  the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  and	  of	  Isaac.	  The	  lack	  of	  relevant	  East	  Syriac	  evidence	  suggests	  that	  this	  joint	  transmission	  of	  the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  and	  of	  Isaac	  that	  developed	  only	  within	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition,	  was	  perhaps	  due	   to	   some	   literal	   and	   stylistic	   similarities	   between	   the	   works	   of	   the	   two	  authors.	  However,	  this	  assumption	  does	  not	  seem	  to	  be	  correct.	  Considering	  the	  
                                                                                                                98	  For	  example,	  the	  name	  of	  another	  East	  Syriac	  writer	  John	  of	  Dalyata	  was	  altered	  into	  the	  much	  more	  neutral	  and	  acceptable	  John	  Saba.	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close	  relation	  of	  our	  earliest	  witnesses	  (especially	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  and	  Mingana	  syr.	  86)	  to	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition,	  it	  is	  much	  more	  probable	  that	  while	  putting	  the	  works	  (even	  in	  the	  form	  of	  fragments	  and	  excerpts)	  of	  Šemʿōn	  and	  of	  Isaac	  next	  to	  each	  other,	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  scribes	  were	  following	  the	  models	  available	  to	  them.	  And	  in	  those	  models	  (that	  ultimately	  represent	  East	  Syriac	  tradition)	  the	  works	  of	  the	  authors	  must	  habe	  been	  transmitted	  jointly99.	  It	  is	  worth	  concluding	  the	  presentation	  of	  the	  transmission	  history	  of	  M	  by	  going	  back	  to	  Mingana	  syr.	  47.	  As	  we	  have	  seen,	  it	  was	  copied	  directly	  from	  
olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237,	  and	  for	  that	  reason,	  its	  evidence	  has	  no	   independent	   importance	   for	   the	   textual	   criticism	   of	   Šemʿōn’s	   treatise.	  Nevertheless,	  the	  scribe	  Abraham	  Šeḵwānā,	  who	  selected	  the	  chapters	  from	  M,	  seems	  to	  have	  pursued	  the	  same	  aims	  and	  employed	  the	  same	  approach	  to	  the	  source	  text	  as	  the	  (mostly)	  unknown	  scribes	  of	  other	  earlier	  witnesses,	  where	  we	  find	  separate	  chapters,	  excerpts	  and	  recast	  fragments	  from	  M.	  Furthermore,	  it	  is	  remarkable	  that	  the	  choice	  of	  the	  chapters	  selected	  by	  Abraham	  Šeḵwānā	  (with	   one	   exception	   only)	   concurs	  with	   the	   evidence	   provided	   by	   the	   found	  witnesses	  of	  M.	  Namely,	  chapters	  M	  3,	  25,	  26	  and	  28	  can	  be	  found	  in	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  witnesses	  of	  both	  East	  Syriac	  and	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  provenance.	  We	  should	  recall	  that	  Abraham	  included	  chapters	  from	  M	  into	  a	  collection	  of	  texts	  with	  an	  ascetic	  and	  mystical	  content,	  and	  thus,	  his	  choice	  of	  chapters	  can	  be	  considered	  as	  an	  attempt	  to	  select	  the	  most	  representative	  parts	  of	  M.	  The	  scribes	  of	  other	  (older)	  witnesses	  of	  M	  were	  most	  probably	  guided	  by	  the	  very	  same	  purpose.	  	  	  	  	  
                                                                                                                99	  One	  wonders	  if	  such	  common	  transmission	  of	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  and	  Šemʿōn	  was	  not	  influenced	  by	  a	  possible	  direct	  relation	  between	  those	  two	  authors	  (see	  Chapter	  I).	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Quotations	  	  
Abraham	  bar	  Dašandad	  	  As	  already	  discovered	  by	  Mingana,	  Abraham	  bar	  Dašandad,	  a	  mystical	  author	  of	  the	  8th	  century,	  quotes	  a	  passage	  from	  M	  3	  in	  the	  Letter	  to	  His	  Brother100.	  Let	  us	  put	  together	  the	  original	  text	  and	  a	  relevant	  passage	  from	  Abraham’s	  Letter.	  	  Šemʿōn,	  M	  3	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  f.	  170v,	  lines	  6–9	   Abraham	  bar	  Dašandad,	  Letter	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  f.	  63v,	  lines	  19–21	  
ܘܝ @1̇U ܕ^ !`̇9 ܘ%&ܐ@l: ܘ%̇Bܩ %#̈%9 
ܕJQ#%I: FA J"? ܙ!Q9 @&*5#ܬ/. ܕܬ%̇U !ẄSt 
ܕ8#ܪ< ܕ^ !l!"QI %̇Bܩ @Iܘܢ FA%9 ܕ8&ܠ 
01#89 ܐ=B*9 ܕܐ*&ܘܗܝ !#ܨܪ< ܙF#ܪ<	  
ܘܝ @1̇U ܕ^ !̇`9 ܗܪD9 FG ="#̈ܗܝ: ܘ%̇Bܩ %#̈%9 
ܕJQ#%I. ܕܬ%̇U !ẄSt ܕ8#ܪ< %̇Bܩ @Iܘܢ ܕ^ 
!l!"QI 
Woe	  to	   the	  one	  who	  does	  not	  mourn,	   is	  not	  oppressed	  and	  does	  not	  wipe	  off	  his	  own	   sins	   while	   there	   yet	   time	   for	  repentance;	  as	  there	  (in	  the	  next	  world)	  he	   will	   have	   to	   wipe	   them	   off	   there	  forcibly	  with	   the	  billows	  of	   fire	  until	  he	  has	   paid	   the	   last	   quadrans	  which	   is	   the	  smallest	   deprivation	   [in	   comparison	   to	  what	  he	  deserves]. 
Woe	  to	  the	  one	  who	  does	  not	  mourn	  here	  over	  his	   life,	  and	  who	  does	  not	  wipe	  off	  his	  own	  sins,	  as	  he	  will	  have	  to	  wipe	  them	  off	  there	  (in	  the	  next	  world)	  forcibly	  with	  the	  billows	  of	  fire. 
	  One	  can	  observe	  that	  the	  passage	  from	  Abraham’s	  text	  is	  nothing	  else	  as	  an	  abridged	  quotation	  from	  M	  3	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  Abraham	  omits	  a	  few	  words	  that	  make	  the	  passage	  more	  eloquent,	  but	  he	  nevertheless	  faithfully	  reproduces	  the	  main	  idea	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  One	  may	  wonder	  whether	  this	  reduced	  version	  is	  due	  to	  a	  
                                                                                                                100	  Mingana	  1933,	  p.	  248–254	  [ed.],	  185–195	  [tr.].	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deliberate	  simplification	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  narration	  or	  if	  it	  is	  an	  outcome	  of	  citing	  the	  passage	  from	  memory.	  It	  is	  however	  hardly	  possible	  to	  give	  a	  decisive	  answer.	  This	  quotation	  from	  M	  3	  offers	  a	  vivid	  example	  that	  shows	  that	  the	  text	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  treatise	  was	  well	  known	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  monastic	  milieu	  of	  the	  8th	  century.	  	  	  
Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  	  The	  Book	  of	  Ethicon,	  that	  was	  written	  as	  a	  spiritual	  guide	  for	  both	  monks	  and	  laymen,	  starts	  with	  a	  section	  entitled	  ‘Sayings	  of	  the	  Fathers	  on	  the	  Excellence	  of	  Prayer’.	  It	  consists	  of	  three	  apophthegmata	  taken	  from	  the	  Syriac	  compilation	  
Paradise	  of	  the	  Fathers,	  which	  ultimately	  goes	  back	  to	  similar	  Greek	  collections.	  Then	   comes	   a	   fragment	   from	   Evagius’	   Praktikos,	   followed	   by	   a	   quotation	  explicitly	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  which	  can	  however	  be	  identified	  as	  a	  fragment	  from	  M	  28.	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  provides	  quotations	  from	  the	  same	  text	  on	  a	  few	  other	  occasions	  in	  the	  first	  mimro	  of	  the	  Ethicon.	  Let	  us	  compare	  the	  quotations	  and	  the	  relevant	  passages	  of	  M	  28.	  I	  have	  underlined	  in	  the	  original	  text	  those	  phrases	  that	  were	  omitted	  by	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō.	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō,	   Ethicon,	   (Memra	   I,	   ch.	   1,	  section	  1)101	   Šemʿōn,	  M	  28	  (Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  f.	  194v,	  lines	  5–13)	  
%Bܝ ܐ*T[\. DSİ ܨ@#ܬ/ ܘܬDHe&/ F? DG 
%"&ܪܘܬ/ ܕ:̇2B*U !Qḧ ܐ8H9 !I89 FS19. FG 
45̈&/ ܕܬ8U ܘ=Sy ܕ=S&/ ܕ%U 0#8Y9 ܕ!WI89. 
ܘ!#:19 ܕ%Z"} @Nܕ*Ÿ9 !2S19 ܕF&*A ṘS["U. 
*["̈A*9 ܕ*U ܕ0Bܪ< DSİ ܨ@#ܬ/ ܘ!2#ܬ/ ܘF1t 
ܕܬ*5#ܬ/. =Sy =#ܪܪ< ܕ%U =Ḧ9 ṘS["U. ܐ*k 
ܕ8H&ܘܘܢ @AD"#ܬ/. ܘ8&JA0#ܢ !1S&/ ܕܐ@I/. 
ܘ8Ẏ5S#ܢ %25A8#ܬ/ ܕܪܘ=9 !1BOHQ#ܬ/. 
DSİ ܨ@#ܬ/ ܘܬDHe&/ F? DG %"&ܪܘܬ/ 
ܕ:̇2B*U !Q"̈a8H9 !2S19 ܗ89. FG ܐRḧ 45̈&/ 
ܕܬ8U ܘ=Sy ܕ=S&/ ܕ%U 0#8Y9 ܕ!WI89. 
ܘ!#:19 ܕ%Z"} @Nܕ*Ÿ9 !2S19 ܕF&*A ṘS["U. 
*["̈A*9 ܕ*U ܕ0Bܪ< DSİ ܨ@#ܬ/ ܘ!2#ܬ/ ܘF1̈t 
ܕܬ*5#ܬ/. F? DG %"&Mܬ/ ܕṘS["U JAܡ ܕD"#ܬ/ 
=Sy =BܘM< ܕ%U =Ḧ9 ṘS["U. ܐ*k ܕ8H&ܘܘܢ 
                                                                                                                101	  Identification:	  Teule	  1993,	  p.	  9	  n.	  9.	  Teule	  1993,	  p.	  10	  [ed.],	  p.	  9	  [tr.].	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@AD"#ܬ/. ܘ8&JA0#ܢ !1S&/ ܕܐ@I/. ܘ8Ẏ5S#ܢ 
%25A8#ܬ/ ܕܪܘ=9 !1BOHQ#ܬ/.	  Mār	  Isaac:	  ‘Every	  prayer	  and	  supplication	  as	   well	   as	   every	   virtue	   that	   men	  accomplish	  in	  this	  world	  is	  practiced	  by	  them	   in	   view	   of	   [obtaining]	   goods	   for	  here	  [below],	  out	  of	  fear	  for	  punishment	  in	  hell	  and	  [for]	  the	  enjoyment,	  which	  is	  prepared	  for	  the	  righteous	  in	  the	  world	  to	  come.	   True	   solitaries,	   however,	  accomplish	   every	   prayer,	   petition,	   and	  [every]	  work	  of	  penitence	  in	  order	  to	  be	  liberated	   from	   passions,	   so	   as	   to	   be	  accounted	   worthy	   of	   purity,	   to	   be	  sanctified	   by	   the	   Word	   of	   God	   and	   to	  receive,	  by	  experience,	   the	   operation	   of	  the	  Spirit’. 
Every	  prayer	  and	  supplication	  as	  well	  as	  every	  virtue	  that	  men	  accomplish	  in	  this	  world	  is	  practiced	  by	  them	  for	  the	  sake	  of	  goods	   for	   here	   [below],	   out	   of	   fear	   for	  punishment	   in	   hell	   and	   [for]	   the	  enjoyment,	   which	   is	   prepared	   for	   the	  righteous	   in	   the	   world	   to	   come.	   True	  solitaries,	   however,	   accomplish	   every	  prayer,	   petition,	   and	   the	   works	   of	  penitence	   as	   well	   as	   every	   virtue	   that	  they	  practice	  before	  purity	  in	  order	  to	  be	  liberated	   from	   passions,	   so	   as	   to	   be	  accounted	   worthy	   of	   purity,	   to	   be	  sanctified	   by	   the	   Word	   of	   God	   and	   to	  receive,	  by	  experience,	   the	   operation	   of	  the	  Spirit. 
Memra	  I,	  ch.	  1,	  Section	  7102	   Mingana	  syr.	  601,	   ff.	  193r,	  penult.	   line	  –	  193v,	  line	  1	  
ܘ%Bܝ ܐ*T[\ ܐ%̣B. ܕܨ@#ܬ/ ܕD"&/ @# *AF&/ 
ܘ%̈t ܐ*&*İ. ܐ^ :e"Y#ܬ/ ܕ%AF9. ܘܗܘ89 
!I*t. ܕDQ"̣_ ܘ%Ḣ"U !H&J9 ܕܙܘF̈9 ܘMOH9 
ܕܨ@#ܬ/ @# *#@eQ9 ܘ*AF&/ ܘ%̈t ܐ*&*İ. 
ܐ^ :e"Y#ܬ/ ܕ%AF9. ܘܗܘ89 !I*t. ܕDQ"̣_ 
ܘ%Ḣ"U !H&J9 ܕܙܘF9 ܘMOH9	  And	  Mār	   Isaac	   said:	   ‘Pure	  prayer	   is	   not	  knowledge	  and	  words,	  but	  emptiness	  of	  the	   intelligence	   and	   a	   quite,	   collected	  intellect,	  brought	  to	  peace	  by	  the	  silence	  of	  motions	  and	  senses’.	  
Payer	   is	   not	   teaching,	   knowledge	   and	  words,	  but	  emptiness	  of	  the	   intelligence	  and	  a	  quite,	  collected	  intellect,	  brought	  to	  peace	   by	   the	   silence	   of	   motions	   and	  senses.	  
Memra	  I,	  ch.	  1,	  Section	  7103	   Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  ff.	  194v,	  lines	  14–19	  
                                                                                                                102	  Identification:	  Teule	  1993,	  p.	  17	  n.	  39.	  Teule	  1993,	  p.	  20	  [ed.],	  p.	  17	  [tr.].	  103	  Identification:	  Teule	  1993,	  p.	  17	  n.	  41.	  Teule	  1993,	  p.	  20	  [ed.],	  p.	  17	  [tr.].	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ܘܐ%̣B ܬܘܒ. ܕܨ@#ܬ/ ܕ!&ܪ ܕD"#ܬ/ ܐ*&*İ. 
ܬJQ#ܬ/ ܕܗܘ89. 0"Q9 ܕ@59. 8"[9 ܕܪF"Q9 
!I*S#ܬ/ ܕ=#̈059. ܬܐܘܪ*9 ܕFS19 =Aܬ/. 
!#*a/ DT"9. FQ"Q9 ܕF? ܐ@I/. %AF9 
ܕ%H#ܬܦ F? ܐ@I/ !WS"Q9 ܕܐMܙܘܗܝ 
ܨ@#ܬ/ O"B ܕ!&ܪ ܕD"#ܬ/ ܐ*&*İ. ܬJQ#ܬ/ 
ܕܗܘ89. 0"Q9 ܕ@59. 8"[9 ܕܪF"Q9 !I*S#ܬ/ 
ܕ=#̈059. ܬܐܘܪ*9 ܕFS19 =Aܬ/. !#*a/ DT"9. 
FQ"Q9 ܕF? ܐ@I/. %AF9 ܕ%H#ܬܦ F? ܐ@I/ 
!WS"Q9 ܕܐMܙܘܗܝ	  And	   he	   further	   said:	   ‘Prayer	   which	   is	  beyond	   purity,	   is	   steadiness	   of	   the	  intellect,	   quiet	   of	   the	   heart,	   rest	   of	   the	  mind,	   quietness	   of	   thoughts,	  contemplation	  of	  the	  new	  world,	  hidden	  consolation,	   intercourse	   with	   God	   and	  the	   intelligence	  in	  communion	  with	  God	  through	  the	  revelation	  of	  His	  mysteries’.	  
For	   prayer	   which	   is	   beyond	   purity,	   is	  steadiness	   of	   the	   intellect,	   quiet	   of	   the	  heart,	   rest	   of	   the	   mind,	   quietness	   of	  thoughts,	   contemplation	   of	   the	   new	  world,	   hidden	   consolation,	   intercourse	  with	   God	   and	   the	   intelligence	   in	  communion	   with	   God	   through	   the	  revelation	  of	  His	  mysteries	  	  The	   juxtaposition	   of	   three	   quotations	   in	   the	   Ethicon	   with	   original	  passages	   in	   M	   28	   demonstrates	   that	   Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	   followed	   the	   text	   rather	  faithfully,	  only	  rarely	  omitting	  the	  words	  and	  introducing	  additions.	  Among	  the	  most	  important	  changes	  is	  the	  addition	  of	  the	  adjective	  ‘pure’	  in	  the	  beginning	  of	   the	   third	  passage,	  where	  he	  seems	   to	   try	   to	  adjust	   the	  original	   text	   to	  his	  narration	  that	  deals	  with	  an	  ultimate	  type	  of	  prayer.	  The	  most	   significant	   disagreement	   between	   the	   two	   sources	   can	   be	  seen	  in	  the	  first	  passage.	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō’s	  version	  provides	  a	  more	  coherent	  text	  and	  it	  suggests	  that	  in	  this	  case	  the	  text	  of	  M	  available	  to	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  may	  have	  been	  closer	  to	  the	  original.	  Yet,	  since	  one	  can	  find	  this	  reading	  in	  none	  of	  the	  extant	  witnesses104	  one	  wonders	  if	  that	  was	  not	  an	  editorial	  interference	  done	  by	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  or	  a	  lectio	  dificillior.	  The	  quotations	  in	  the	  Ethicon	  correlate	  well	  with	  the	  delineated	  earlier	  reception	   history	   of	   chapters	   from	  M	   in	   the	   Syrian	   Orthodox	  milieu.	   Firstly,	  some	   chapters	   from	   Šemʿōn’s	   treatise	   are	   attested	   in	   the	   Syrian	   Orthodox	  
                                                                                                                104	  Mardin	  Orth.	  420,	  Raḥmānī	  181.	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tradition	  as	  early	  as	  in	  the	  13th	  century.	  Secondly,	  they	  were	  already	  from	  the	  very	  beginning	  located	  next	  to	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac.	  Although	  the	  earliest	  explicit	  attribution	   is	   documented	   only	   for	   the	   15th	   century,	   an	   earlier	   anonymous	  transmission	   of	   the	   chapters	   could	   suggest	   their	   attribution	   to	   Isaac.	  Furthermore,	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  chapter	  M	  28	  quoted	  by	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  we	  are	  in	  the	  possession	  of	  a	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  witness	  that	  dates	  back	  to	  the	  13th	  century	  (Mingana	  syr.	  86).	  Thus,	  the	  quotations	  from	  M	  28	  found	  in	  the	  Ethicon	  provide	  us	  with	  sound	  evidence	  that	  already	  in	  the	  13th	  century	  selected	  chapters	  from	  M	  (M	  28	  in	   particular)	  were	  circulating	  either	  with	   an	  explicit	  attribution	   to	   Isaac,	   or	  anonymously,	  but	  nevertheless	  in	  conjunction	  with	  texts	  attributed	  to	  Isaac,	  and	  that	  could	  easily	  indicate	  to	  a	  reader	  Isaac’s	  authorship	  of	  those	  texts.	  A	  final	  observation	  is	  to	  be	  made.	  The	  available	  evidence	  demonstrates	  that	   the	   chapters	   from	   Šemʿōn’s	   treatise	   were	   transmitted	   in	   the	   Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition	  exclusively	  within	  the	  collections	  of	  monastic	  texts,	  i.e.	  the	  monastic	  miscellanies.	  Thus,	  it	  is	  highly	  likely	  that	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  had	  access	  to	  M	  28	  in	  such	  a	  monastic	  miscellany.	  The	  author’s	  usage	  of	  miscellanies	  as	  a	  main	  source	  for	  the	  texts	  of	  monastic	  content	  was	  recently	  clearly	  shown	  by	  Herman	  Teule105,	  and	  therefore,	  the	  present	  case	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō’s	  quotations	  from	  M	  28	  can	  serve	  as	  an	  additional	  example	  for	  that	  practice.	  	  
3.	  Works.	  Dubia	  
a.	  Text	  I	  	  I	  have	  dealt	  until	  now	  only	  with	  those	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  that	  are	  either	  explicitly	  attributed	   to	   him	   or,	   as	   in	   the	   case	   of	   the	   anonymous	   and	   reattributed	  fragments,	  can	  be	  identified	  by	  means	  of	  comparison	  with	  an	  extant	  original.	  
                                                                                                                105	  Teule	  2008.	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The	  treatise	  from	  which	  the	  text	  of	  M	  derives	  has,	  however,	  a	  more	  complicated	  status.	  The	  reason	  for	  this	  is	  that	  M,	  being	  itself	  only	  a	  selection	  of	  chapters	  from	  the	  original	  treatise,	   is	  our	  only	  available	  evidence	  for	  that	  particular	  text.	   In	  other	  words,	  when	  we	  come	  across,	  for	  example,	  some	  anonymous	  fragments	  or	   texts	   attributed	   to	   Isaac	   of	  Nineveh,	   we	   can	   identify	   the	   text	   as	   one	   that	  derives	   from	   Šemʿōn’s	   treatise	   on	   the	   sole	   condition	   that	   this	   fragment	   is	  present	  in	  M.	  This	  limitation	  significantly	  impacts	  our	  study	  of	  the	  original	  text	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  It	  is	  therefore	  not	  possible	  to	  verify	  accurately	  whether	  a	  particular	  text	  piece	  comes	  from	  that	  text	  or	  does	  not.	  This	  situation	  becomes	  even	  more	  dramatic	  when	  one	  notices	  that	  many	  monastic	  miscellanies	  presented	  above	  as	  witnesses	   to	   M	   also	   contain	   the	   texts	   that	   closely	   resemble	   the	   authentic	  fragments	  from	  that	  work	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  Although	  the	  parallels	  and	  similarities	  in	  style	   and	   doctrine	   with	   the	   authentic	   works	   of	   Šemʿōn	   are	   not	   absolutely	  sufficient	   for	  any	  decisive	  conclusion	  regarding	   the	  provenance	  of	   those	   text	  pieces,	  there	  is	  a	  good	  possibility	  that	  they	  do	  derive	  from	  the	  same	  treatise.	  To	  illustrate	  the	  problem,	  I	  provide	  one	  example106.	  
	   In	   four	   witnesses	   to	   the	   text	   of	  M	   (India	   Office	   9,	   Mingana	   syr.	   86,	  Mardin	   Orth.	   420,	   Raḥmānī	   181),	   the	   identified	   chapters	   are	   followed	   by	  another	  short	  text	  piece	  that	  bears	  close	  parallels	  with	  some	  authentic	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  	  India	  Office	  9,	  ff.	  419v–421r107	  Title:	   FG 0#=Sy ܙ8"̈9 ܕ=#05̈9  Incipit:	   =#059 ܕܐ%"U %2Y} ܘ*̇Sy %["̈S&/ ܕJB*5I  
                                                                                                                106	  I	  decided	  to	  limit	  myself	  only	  to	  one	  specimen	  in	  order	  to	  highlight	  the	  problem.	  While	  dealing	  with	   those	   texts,	   one	   needs	   to	   bear	   in	   mind	   the	   fact	   that	   quite	   often	   Isaac’s	   style	   of	   writing	   is	  remarkably	  similar	  to	  that	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  Thus,	  in	  order	  to	  study	  those	  texts	  properly	  one	  needs	  to	  wait	  until	  all	  the	  authentic	  works	  of	  Isaac	  are	  published.	  Another	  relevant	  text	  can	  be	  found	  in	  the	  section	  containing	  the	  works	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  in	  Mardin	  Orth.	  420.	  As	  demonstrated	  earlier,	  there	  is	  a	  sequence	  of	  five	  chapters	  from	  M	  (24–28).	  However,	  one	  more	  text	  is	  inserted	  between	  M	  25	  and	  M	  26,	  which	  due	  to	  its	  location	  among	  the	  chapters	  that	  come	  from	  M	  might	  also	  come	  from	  the	  same	  source	  (Mardin	  Orth.	  420,	  pp.	  415,	  col.	  2–	  417,	  col.	  2).	  The	  text	  elaborates	  on	  the	  subject	  of	  spiritual	  joy	  that	  is	  quite	  often	  discussed	  also	  in	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace.	  107	  Furlani	  1924,	  p.	  320,	  no.	  76	  (‘Sulla	  differenza	  delle	  specie	  dei	  pensieri’).	  
526130-L-bw-Geurts
Processed on: 7-11-2018 PDF page: 110
Chapter  II.  Minor  works  of  Šemʿōn  
 90 
Desinit:	   =#059 0aܕ8"9 M!# 45̈&/ ![A< RS"Z&/ 42̇9  	  Šarfeh	  Raḥmānī	  181108,	  ff.	  76r–77r	  Title:	   ܕ*SI FG 0#=Sy ܙ8"̈9 ܕ=#05̈9  Incipit:	   =#059 ܕܐ%"U %2Y} ܘ*̇Sy %["̈S&/ ܕJB*5I  Desinit:	   =#059 0aܕ8"9 M!# 45̈&/ ![A< RS"Z&/ 42̇9  	  Mingana	  syr.	  86,	  ff.	  54r,	  line	  11	  –	  f.	  54v109	  Title:	  –	  Incipit:	   =#059 ܕܐ%"U %2Y} ܘ*̇Sy %["̈S&/ ܕJB*5I 	  Desinit110:	   =#059 ܕܐ%"U %&RBܣ  	  Mardin	  Orth.	  420,	  pp.	  423,	  col.	  1	  –	  425,	  col.	  2	  Title:	   ܕ*SI ܕ!9 ܐ*T[\ ܕFG 0#=Sy ܙ8"̈9 ܕ=#̈059  Incipit:	   =#059 ܕܐ%"U %SY} ܘ*̇Sy %["̈S&/ ܕJB*5I 	  Desinit:	   =#059 0aܕ8"9 M!# 45̈&/ ![A RS"Z9 42̇9  	  The	   text	   consists	   of	   a	   series	   of	   brief	   sections,	  each	   dealing	  with	   the	   issue	   of	  ‘reflection/meditation’	   ( =#059 ).	   Both	   its	   title	   (On	   the	   Different	   Kinds	   of	  
Reflection)	  and	  its	  literary	  form	  (i.e.	  short	  paragraphs,	  independent	  from	  each	  other)	   resemble	  M	   28	  which	   is	  entitled	  On	   the	  Different	  Kinds	   of	   Prayer	   and	  which	  deals	  with	  the	  various	  aspects	  of	  the	  practice	  of	  prayer.	   It	   is	  thus	  very	  likely	  that	  the	  text	  comes	  indeed	  from	  that	  work	  of	  Šemʿōn	  from	  which	  M	  was	  extracted.	  
	  
                                                                                                                108	  Sōnī	  1993,	  pp.	  96–97.	  109	   Despite	   the	   loss	   of	   some	   folios	   that	   once	   contained	   the	   text,	   one	   may	   easily	   observe	   that	   if	  compared	  to	  India	  Office	  9,	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  offers	  the	  text	  with	  omissions.	  110	  The	   text	  breaks	  off	  with	   the	   end	  of	   the	   folio.	  Since	   the	  beginning	  of	   the	   next	   folio	  contains	  a	  different	  text	  (not	  yet	  identified),	  one	  can	  admit	  that	  the	  manuscript	  here	  lacks	  certain	  number	  of	  folios.	  
526130-L-bw-Geurts
Processed on: 7-11-2018 PDF page: 111
Chapter  II.  Minor  works  of  Šemʿōn  
 91 
b.	  Text	  II.	  Letter	  of	  Šemʿōn	  the	  Solitary	  	  Five	  manuscripts	  have	  preserved	  a	  text	  that	  bears	  considerable	  similarities	  with	  the	   authentic	  works	   of	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh111.	   This	   text	   can	   be	   found	   in	   two	  different	   versions	   (a	   shorter	   and	   a	   longer	   one)	   that	   seem	   to	   reflect	   the	   two	  recensions	   that	   have	   developed	   over	   the	   centuries	   of	   its	   circulation.	   Let	   us	  overview	  those	  two	  groups	  of	  manuscripts.	  	  
1.	  The	  longer	  recension	  
	  
i.	  Sachau	  352	  (13th	  c.)112	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  monastic	  miscellany.	  Ff.	  183v–185r	  Title:	   ܬܘܒ ܕ%Bܝ 012#ܢ *["A*9  Incipit:	   ܐ*Q9 ܕ!N!Q9 ܕF1t ܘܕ!`"9. O5̇9 @I 8"[&/ !N!Q9 ܕ=Aܘܬ/ %&ܐ!G ܘ!̇`9  Desinit:	   ܘ̇ܗܘ ܕ%H&ܘܙܒ !"A F5̈A< 45̈9 %H&ܘܙܒ. ܘ@# ![`1& *#@eQ9 .JBܝ ܘܨ^ FSh. 8eHk 
!a@I/ ܐ:#ܪ 	  	  
ii.	  Houghton	  Syriac	  42	  (16th–17th	  c.)113	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  monastic	  miscellany.	  Ff.	  109r–110v	  	  Title:	   ܕ%Bܝ 012#ܢ *["A*9  Incipit:	   ܐ*Q9 ܕ!N!Q9 ܕF1t ܘܕ!`"9. O5̇9 @I 8"[&/ !N!Q9 ܕ=Aܘܬ/ %&ܐ!G ܘ!̇`9  
                                                                                                                111	   Baumstark	   rejects	   the	   possibility	   that	   the	   author	   could	   be	   identical	   with	   Šemʿon	   the	   Stylite	  (Baumstark	  1922,	  p.	  61).	  112	  Sachau	  1899,	  pp.	  638–646.	  Sachau	  refers	  to	  the	  author	  of	  the	  text	  as	  ‘Simeon	  anachoreta’,	  and	  assumes	  that	  he	  might	  also	  be	  the	  author	  of	  the	  following	  anonymous	  text	  (ff.	  185r–187r).	  However,	  the	  comparison	  of	  that	  text	  with	  the	  available	  texts	  of	  Šemʿōn	  does	  not	  reveal	  any	  common	  traits	  that	  would	  allow	  such	  a	  conjecture.	  113	  Goshen-­‐‑Gottstein	  1979,	  p.	  54.	  A	  more	  elaborate	  description	  of	  the	  manuscript	  by	  J.F.	  Coakley	  is	  available	  on	  the	  website	  of	  the	  Harvard	  University	  Library:	  http://lms01.harvard.edu	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Desinit:	   ܘ̇ܗܘ ܕ%H&ܘܙܒ !"A F5̈A< 45̈9 %H&ܘܙܒ. ܘ@# ![`1& *#@eQ9 .JBܝ ܘܨ^ FSh. 8eHk 
!a@I/ ܐ:#ܪ 	  	  
2.	  The	  shorter	  recension	  	  
iii.	  Cambridge	  Add.	  2019	  (1452)114	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  monastic	  miscellany.	  Ff.	  136v–138r	  Title:	   ܬܘܒ ܐOBܬ/ ܕ012#ܢ *["A*9 	  Incipit:	   ܐ*`9 ܕܐ*& =B*Q9 ܪ="\ 0"Q9. =B*Q9 ܕ*U ܐ*&ܘܗܝ. ܕܪFI ܕ:ZQ9 	  Desinit:	   ܕܕ!"Y9 !a@I/ ܘ![#!I ܘ^ RBJ9 %QI 	  	  
iv.	  Mardin	  Orth.	  422	  (olim	  Dayr	  al-­‐‑Zaʿfarān/Dolabani	  109;	  1473/5)115	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  monastic	  miscellany.	  Ff.	  206v–207v	  Title:	   ܬܘܒ %1St %#ܬܪ89 ܕ%Bܝ 012#ܢ *["A*9  Incipit:	   ܐ*`9 ܕܐ*& =B*Q9 ܪ="\ 0"Q9. =B*Q9 ܕ*U ܐ*&ܘܗܝ. ܕܪFI ܕ:ZQ9 	   Desinit:	    ܕܕ!Y9 !a@I/ ܘ![#!I ܘ^ RB*Y9 %QI 	  	  
v.	  Houghton	  Syriac	  79	  (18th116	  /	  19th117	  c.)118	  East	  Syriac	  monastic	  miscellany	  but	  copied	  from	  a	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  model.	  Ff.	  132v–134v	  Title:	   ܬܘܒ ܐOBܬ/ ܕ012#ܢ *["A*9 	  
                                                                                                                114	  Wright	  –	  Cook,	  1901,	  vol.	  2,	  pp.	  570–583.	  115	  Dolabany	  1994,	  pp.	  62–67.	  116	  Dating	  proposed	  by	  Goshen-­‐‑Gottstein	  (Goshen-­‐‑Gottstein	  1979,	  p.	  69).	  117	  Dating	  proposed	  by	  Chahine	  (Chahine	  2004,	  p.	  98).	  118	  Goshen-­‐‑Gottstein	  1979,	  p.	  69.	  A	  more	  elaborate	  description	  of	  the	  manuscript	  by	  J.F.	  Coakley	  is	  available	  on	  the	  website	  of	  the	  Harvard	  University	  Library:	  http://lms01.harvard.edu.	  Having	  been	  written	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  script,	  the	  manuscript,	  however,	  fully	  corresponds	  in	  terms	  of	  its	  contents	  to	   the	   Syrian	  Orthodox	  monastic	   miscellanies.	   Indeed,	   as	   I	   have	   suggested	   elsewhere,	   its	   direct	  model	  might	  have	  been	  Cambridge	  Add.	  2019	  (Kessel	  2009,	  p.	  57).	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Incipit:	   ܐ*`9 ܕܐ*& =B*Q9 ܪ="\ 0"Q9. =B*Q9 ܕ*U ܐ*&ܘܗܝ. ܕܪFI ܕ:ZQ9 	  Desinit:	   ܕܕ!"Y9 !a@I/ ܘ![#!I ܘ^ RBJ9 %QI 	  	  Each	  of	  the	  witnesses	  of	  the	  Letter	  belongs	  to	  the	  genre	  of	  monastic	  miscellanies	  that	  contain	  the	  monastic	  works	  of	  various	  Greek	  and	  Syriac	  writers.	  All	  of	  those	  manuscripts	  but	  one	  –	  which	  is	  nevertheless	  based	  on	  a	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  model	  –	   are	   of	   Syrian	  Orthodox	   provenance	   and	  were	   copied	   from	   the	   13th	   till	   the	  18th/19th	  century.	  	  The	   text	   is	   introduced	  differently	   in	  each	  of	   the	   two	  recensions.	  The	  shorter	  recension	  of	  the	  Letter	  constitutes	  approximately	  half	  of	  the	  entire	  text:	  it	  omits	  the	  beginning	  and	  the	  end	  as	  compared	  with	  the	  longer	  recension.	  The	  longer	  recession	  introduces	  the	  text	  without	  any	  proper	  title,	  and	  simply	  states	  ‘[Text]	  of	  Mar	  Šemʿōn	  the	  Solitary’.	  The	  shorter	  recension	  provides	  two	  titles:	  
Letter	  (Cambridge	  Add.	  2019,	  Houghton	  Syriac	  79)	  and	  Homily	  (Mardin	  Orth.	  422).	  Despite	  this	  discrepancy,	  all	  the	  witnesses	  are	  unanimous	  in	  attributing	  the	  text	  to	  ‘Šemʿōn	  the	  Solitary’.	  As	  said	  earlier	  there	  are	  some	  similarities	  with	  the	  authentic	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  To	  start	  with,	  the	  longer	  recension	  of	  the	  text	  contains	  in	  its	  opening	  a	  mixture	  of	  sentences	  from	  M	  26	  (rendered	  almost	  literally)	  that	  was	  also	  somewhat	  expanded	  with	  additions.	  Šemʿōn,	  M	  26	   Letter	  of	  Šemʿōn	  the	  Solitary	  
ܐ*Q9 ܕ!N!̈Q9 ܕF1̈t ܘ!`"9 O5̇9 @I 8"[&/: 
!N!Q9 ܕ=Aܘܬ/ Da8a*& !`̇9 ܘ%&ܐ!G. 
1 ܐ*Q9 ܕ!N!Q9 ܕF1t ܘܕ!`"9. Ȯ59 @I 
8"[&/: !N!Q9 ܕ=Aܘܬ/ %&ܐ!G ܘ!̇`9.	  
ܘܐ*Q9 ܕ!N!Q9 ܕ=TA< ܘJ#R[̈9 %H&!w: !N!Q9 
ܕܐ*YB< ܕܐ*YB< ܙܕJa*& %&OQ9 ܘ%l42B. ]...[ 
2 ܘܐ*Q9 ܕ!N!Q9 ܕ=TA< ܘܕJ#R[9 %H&!w. 
!N!Q9 ܕܐ*YB< %&OQ9 ܘ%l42]<	  
ܘܐ*Q9 ܕDA FB4Sh %̣U 8[̈&/ ܕ%H&ܘܬ/ ܪܘ=Q"&/: 
!Q[̈&/ 0a*̈t Fȧܠ @T1`9 ܕJA*̈H9 ]...[	   3 ܘܐ*Q9 ܕDA FB4Sh %U 8[̈&/ ܕ+~~~~~~~~~~  %H&ܘ . ̇ܗܝ ܪܘ=Q"&/ !Q[̈&/ 0̈a*t Ḟaܠ @T1`9 ܕJA*̈H9: 	  	   4 !Iܬܬ/ %&ܬOB ܘ=#ܪܩ 0̈Q9. 	  	   5 F1̈t ܕ4S"#ܬ/ DS"t ܕ:"5#ܬ/. 	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ܘD19 ܕܬܐܪܬ/ %`T9 @"& =Aܘܬ/ ܕ%̣U RaM< 
]...[	   6 D19 ܕܬܐܪܬ/ %`T9 @U. @"& @U =Aܘܬ/. 	  
ܘܐ*`9 ܕܐ*& =B*Q9 @&D&ܘ09 %52A 0"Q9	   7 ܐ*`9 ܕܐ*& =B*Q9 @"& 0"Q9. 	  	   8 =B*Q9 ܕ*U ܐ*&ܘܗܝ. ܕܪFI ܕ:ZQ9. ܕ̇ܕ@w @QeH9 
ܘ%5ܼܿZG @[#!9. 	  	   9 ܘJB!9 ܗܘ ="S&89. ܘFG ܙܗ*Bܘܬ/ :W"aܬ/ 
:Q"\.	  
ܘܐ*Q9 ܕܪ="\ 0"Q9: @"& =Aܘܬ/ ܘ^ !#*a/	   10 ܐ*`9 ܕܪ="\ 0"Q9 @"& =Aܘܬ/. 	  
ܘܐ*Q9 ܕ^ 0`"w 0"Q9 ܕ@59 ܘ8"[9 ܕܪF"Q9܆ ^ 
ܐ*&ܘܗܝ ܗ*`t ̇ܗܘ %21B< ^@I/	   11 ܘ*`9 ܕ0B< 0"Q9 ܬ%U Ḟ1B ܐ@I/. 	  
%ZG ܕܕܘD&ܗ ܕܐ@I/ 0"Q9 ܐܬJB*& %̣U 85"9	   12 %ZG ܕܕܘD&/ ܕܐ@I/ 0"Q9 ܗܝ ܐ*k 
ܕܐܬJB*& %U 85"9	  	  This	  comparison	  demonstrates	  that	  from	  the	  first	  twelve	  sentences	  of	  the	   Letter	   eight	   have	   almost	   literal	   correspondences	   with	   M	   26.	   While	  comparing	   those	   eight	   sentences	   one	   can	   notice	   that	   the	   Letter	   provides	   a	  somewhat	  shorter	  version	  of	  the	  respective	  sentences	  in	  M	  26.	  Apart	  from	  the	  opening	  part	  of	  the	  Letter,	  I	  was	  not	  able	  to	  find	  literal	  correspondences	  with	  either	  M	  or	  any	  other	  text	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  Nevertheless,	  the	  rest	  of	   the	  Letter	  also	  contains	  some	  parallels	  and	  similarities	  with	  Šemʿōn’s	  works.	   Thus,	   we	   see	   that	   its	   author	   enjoys	   writing	   in	   the	   style	   of	   the	  apophthegmatha.	  Some	  passages	  of	  the	  text	  can	  indeed	  be	  viewed	  as	  separate	  maxims,	   the	   style	   that	   Šemʿōn	  was	   also	   fond	   of.	   Let	  me	   quote	   the	   following	  passage	  (Sachau	  352,	  f.	  184r)	  as	  one	  example	  thereof:	  Who	  compels	  himself	  to	  treat	  everyone	  as	  good,	   will	   eradicate	   the	   wrath	   from	   his	  heart.	   Who	   loves	   the	   wisdom	   of	   words	  adds	  to	  his	  soul	  disorder	  of	  thoughts.	  Who	  loves	  the	  wisdom	  of	  the	  soul	  will	  find	  the	  flowers	  that	  are	  bound	  with	  God’s	  love.	  
̇ܗܘ ܕḞl/ 8eHI ܕ8[Nܗ @`SIܘܢ !Q̈"QH9 45̈9. 
ḞYB ܪܘON/ %U @5I. ܕܪ=? =`1&/ ܕ%̈t 
%̇#:y @QeHI ܗܘRk =#̈059. ܕܪ=? =`1&/ 
ܕ8eH9. %H`w ܗ!̈59 ܕ=#!9 ܕܐ:"B*U ![#!I 
ܕܐ@I/	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That	  style	  readily	  resembles	  the	  texts	  of	  the	  Profitable	  Counsels,	  Homily	  
on	  the	  Consecration	  of	  the	  Cell	  and	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace,	  in	  which	  their	  author	  made	  a	  profound	  use	  of	  the	  relatively	  short,	  and	  independent	  from	  others,	  maxims.	  Apart	   from	   the	   noted	   similarity	   in	   style	   and	   language,	   there	   is	   also	  certain	  proximity	  of	  thoughts.	  Here	  is	  one	  example	  (Sachau	  352,	  f.	  184r):	  Draw	  near	  the	  intelligible	  altars	  and	  take	  from	  them	  the	  nourishment.	  Hurry	  on	  to	  the	  simple	  altar	  […]	  
JBܘܒ @&M*U %A![̈9 %&*ÄFQ9. ܘ:} %QIܘܢ 
ܙ̈ܘܕ<. :Bܗܒ ܐJG ܪܗ4k @#ܬ %A![9 RH"Z9	  	   […]	  	  Here	  one	  observes	  the	  usage	  of	  the	  same	  notions	  of	  the	  three	  altars	  that	  Šemʿōn	  treats	  in	  M	  14,	  where	  he	  distinguishes	  between	  the	  three	  ‘intelligible’	  ( %&*AF̈Q9 )	  altars	  (corresponding	  to	  three	  stages	  of	  the	  spiritual	  progress)	  and	  points	  out	  that	  there	  are	  two	  ‘complex’	  ( %]D59 )	  and	  one	  ‘simple’	  ( RH"Z9 )	  altar.	  Thus,	  one	  cannot	  but	  conclude	  that,	   in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  Letter,	  we	  deal	  with	   a	   text	   that	   is	   significantly	   similar	   to	   the	   style	   and	   ideas	   of	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  Given	  the	  literal	  correspondence	  with	  M	  26,	  would	  it	  not	  be	  possible	  to	  consider	  this	  text	  as	  being	  written	  by	  a	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  author	  in	  imitation	  of	  and	  based	  on	  M	  26	  and	  other	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn?	  This	  explanation	  is	  quite	  likely	  for,	   as	  we	  have	   seen,	   the	   sentences	   for	  which	   there	   are	   parallels	  are	  always	  shorter	  than	  the	  original	  text.	  	  However,	  the	  very	  fact	  that	  the	  oldest	  witness	  of	  the	  Letter	  dates	  back	  to	  the	  13th	  century	  (Sachau	  352)	  makes	  this	  supposition	  less	  reliable.	  A	  certain	  style	   of	   imitation	   in	   the	   Syrian	   Orthodox	  milieu	   is	   probable,	   but	   one	  would	  expect	  to	  see	  it	  after	  a	  considerable	  period	  of	  circulation	  of	  the	  text	  during	  which	  it	  could	  become	  well	  known	  and	  thus,	  provoke	  a	  new	  composition	  in	  imitation	  of	  the	  original	  work.	  Given	   the	  fact	   that	  manuscript	  Sachau	  352,	  our	  oldest	  witness	  of	   the	  
Letter,	  dates	  back	  to	  the	  13th	  century,	  one	  would	  need	  to	  postulate	  that	  a	  text	  of	  Šemʿōn	  came	  into	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu	  some	  time	  earlier,	  so	  that	  by	  the	  13th	  century	  a	  text	  written	  in	  imitation	  of	  it	  could	  appear.	  However,	  as	  we	  know	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from	  the	  history	  of	  other	  texts	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  they	  had	  reached	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu	  most	  probably	  not	  significantly	  earlier	  than	  the	  13th	  century.	  	  There	  remains	  also	  a	  possibility	  that	  the	  text,	  if	  it	  is	  indeed	  an	  imitation	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  work,	  was	  produced	  in	  East	  Syriac	  milieu	  and	  later	  was	  borrowed	  by	   the	   Syrian	   Orthodox	   tradition.	   It	   would	   explain	   why	   already	   in	   the	   13th	  century	  we	  find	  it	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscripts.	  To	  sum	  up,	  an	  evident	  relation	  to	  the	  text	  of	  M	  suggests	  that	  the	  text	  is	  either	  an	  imitation	  or	  an	  authentic	  work	  of	  Šemʿōn	  that	  is	  not	  otherwise	  attested	  (may	  be	  a	  part	  of	  the	  source	  text	  of	  M).	  If	  it	  is	  an	  imitation	  it	  could	  have	  been	  produced	  in	  either	  East	  Syriac	  or	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition.	  The	  former	  option	  is	  more	  plausible	  because	  the	  oldest	  (Syrian	  Orthodox)	  witness	  to	  the	  text	  goes	  back	   to	   the	  13th	   century,	   the	   time	  when	   the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  only	  started	   to	  circulate	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu.	  	  	  
c.	  Text	  III	  (Arabic)	  	   	  Three	  Arabic	  manuscripts	  contain	  a	   text,	  which	  Paul	  Sbath	  attributed	  on	   the	  basis	  of	  the	  author’s	  name	  indicated	  there	  to	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh119.	  Moreover,	  Georg	  Graf	  assumed	  that	  if	  Sbath’s	  attribution	  was	  indeed	  correct,	  the	  text	  under	  consideration	  should	  be	  an	  Arabic	  translation	  of	  the	  treatise	  ‘explanation	  of	  the	  mysteries	   of	   the	   cell’	   as	   mentioned	   by	   ʿAbdīšōʿ120.	   Although	   such	   an	  identification	   cannot	   be	   accepted	   now	   since	   the	   text	   of	   the	   latter	   treatise	   is	  available,	   this	   Arabic	   text	   is	   still	   worth	   considering,	   as	   it	   could	   nevertheless	  come	  from	  Šemʿōn’s	  corpus	  of	  writings.	  	  	   The	  text	  is	  preserved	  in	  three	  manuscripts:	  
                                                                                                                119	  Sbath	  1938,	  p.	  49.	  120	  Graf	  1944,	  p.	  443.	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1.	   Codex	   from	   the	   private	   collection	   of	   ʿAbd	   al-­‐‑Masiḥ	   Ṣalīb	   al-­‐‑Baramūṣī	   al-­‐‑Masʿūdī	  in	  Cairo	  (present	  location	  is	  unknown)121	  2.	  Aleppo,	  Fondation	  Georges	  et	  Mathilde	  Salem,	  Ar.	  222	  (formery	  Sbath	  1024;	  1796	  CE)122	  3.	  BNF,	  arabe	  4811	  (1724	  CE)123	  	  BNF,	  arabe	  4811,	  ff.	  189v–194r	  Title:	   ﻣﻦ ﻛﻼم زﻳﻦ اﺑﻦ ﺷﻤﻌﻦ ﻃﺒﻨﻮﺗﻪ ﻓﻲ اﻟﺮﻫﺒﻨﻴﻪ 	  	  Incipit:	   ان اﻓﻀﻞ ﻣﻮاﻫﺐ ﷲ ﻋﻨﺪ اﻟﻌﺒﺪ ﻣﻌﺮﻓﺔ اﻟﺤﻖ 	  Desinit:	   وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺪﻧﻴﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﺼﺒﺮ واﻟﻘﻨﺎﻋﺔ 	  	  First	  of	  all,	  we	  should	  discuss	  the	  author’s	  name.	  The	  name	  can	  be	  read	  in	  the	  manuscript	  as	  ‘Zain	  ibn	  Šimʿūn	  Ṭabnūtah’,	  that	  is	  ‘Zain,	  son	  of	  Šimʿūn	  Ṭabnūtah’.	  Whereas	   Ṭabnūtah	   can	   be	   considered	   as	   a	   corrupted	   form	   of	   Ṭaibūtēh,	   it	   is	  hardly	   possible,	   while	   assuming	   that	   the	   author	   of	   the	   text	   was	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	  to	  find	  a	  satisfactory	  explanation	  for	  the	  appearance	  of	  the	  name	  Zain,	  not	  to	  say	  for	  his	  designation	  as	  Šemʿōn’s	  son.	  Curiously	  enough,	   the	  author’s	  name	   is	   reproduced	   faithfully	   in	  only	  one	   scholarly	   publication	   that	   deals	   with	   that	   text.	   Most	   probably,	   being	  influenced	  by	  the	  awareness	  of	  the	  name	  of	  an	  East	  Syriac	  author,	  researchers	  considered	  the	  orthography	  of	  the	  name	  as	  corrupted	  and	  allowed	  themselves	  to	  emend	   it,	   though	  none	  of	   them	  explicitly	   commented	  on	   that.	  Thus,	  Sbath,	  Graf	   and	   Troupeau	   render	   the	   name	   as	   ‘Zaid	   ibn	   Simʿūn	   Ṭaibūtah’124.	   Only	  Griveau	  reproduces	  the	  name	  as	  it	  is	  found	  in	  the	  manuscript125.	  Furthermore,	  
                                                                                                                121	  Sbath	  1938,	  p.	  49.	  Sbath	  does	  not	  provide	  a	  detailed	  description	  of	  its	  contents	  and	  only	  states	  that	  it	  is	  identical	  to	  the	  ms	  in	  his	  collection.	  122	   Del	   Río	   Sánchez	   2008,	   p.	   124,	   Sbath	   1928,	   pp.	   138–139.	   I	   could	   not	   procure	   a	   copy	   of	   this	  manuscript.	  123	  Troupeau	  1974,	  pp.	  48–49.	  124	  Sbath	  1928,	  p.	  138,	  Sbath	  1938,	  p.	  49.	  125	  Griveau	  1909,	  p.	  277.	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none	  of	  the	  scholars	  dealing	  with	  the	  text	  have	  proposed	  any	  explanation	  for	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  text	  is	  literally	  attributed	  to	  a	  certain	  Zain	  and	  not	  to	  Šemʿōn!	  The	  text	  consists	  of	  a	  sequence	  of	  sayings,	  each	  being	  introduced	  with	  the	  formula	   ‘and	  he	  said’	  (wa-­‐‑qālā).	  The	  general	  content	  of	  the	  text	   is	   indeed	  ascetic,	  but	  on	  a	  closer	  look	  and	  after	  a	  more	  detailed	  analysis	  it	  becomes	  clear	  that	  it	  is	  not	  possible	  to	  identify	  this	  text	  with	  any	  known	  text	  by	  Šemʿōn.	  Let	  me	  provide	  a	  couple	  of	  examples:	  	  F.	  188v–189r	  
ان اﻓﻀﻞ ﻣﻮاﻫﺐ ﷲ ﻋﻨﺪ اﻟﻌﺒﺪ ﻣﻌﺮﻓﺔ اﻟﺤﻖ ﻣﺎﻫﻴﺘﻪ وﻟﻠﻤﻌﺮﻓﺔ ﻫﻲ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﻌﺮف ﺑﻬﺎ اﻻﻧﺴﺎن 
اﻟﺒﺎري وﺗﻌﺎﻟﻲ وﻣﺎ ﻓﻮق اﻟﻄﺒﻴﻌﻪ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺮوﺣﺎﻧﻴﺎت واﻟﺤﻜﻤﻪ ﻫﻲ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﻌﺮف ﺑﻬﺎ اﻻﻧﺴﺎن 
اﻻرﺿﻴﺎت ﻣﺘﻞ ﺣﻜﻤﺔ ﺳﻠﻴﻤﺎن ﺑﻦ داوود واﺷﺒﺎﻫﻪ واﻟﻤﻌﺮﻓﻪ ﻓﻮق ﻛﻞ ﺷﻲ وﻫﻲ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﻬﺒﻬﺎ ﷲ 
ﻟﻤﻦ ﻳﺸﺎ وﺳﻤﺎﻫﺎ ﺑﻮﻟﺲ اﻟﺮﺳﻮل ﻋﻠﻴﻪ اﻟﺴﻼم ﻣﻠﻜﻮت ﷲ ﻓﻘﺎل ان ﻣﻠﻜﻮت ﷲ ﺣﺎﻟﻠﻪ  ﻓﻴﻜﻢ 
ﻳﻌﻨﻲ اﻟﻤﻌﺮﻓﻪ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﻜﺒﺌﻬﺎ اﻻﻧﺴﺎن ﺑﺎﻟﺘﻌﻠﻴﻢ اﻟﺘﻲ ﻳﻄﻠﺒﻬﺎ ﺑﺎﻟﺼﻼه واﻟﺨﺸﻮع وﻳﻮﻫﺐ ﻟﻪ ﺑﻨﻌﻤﺔ 
روح اﻟﻘﺪس ﺗﻮﺻﻠﻪ اﻟﻰ ﻣﻌﺪن اﻟﻨﻮر ﺣﺘﻲ ﺗﻨﻄﻠﻖ ﺑﻤﺎ ﻳﺤﻲ ﺑﻪ ﻗﻠﺐ ﻣﻦ ﻳﺴﺘﻤﻌﻪ وادا اﻟﺘﻤﺲ 
اﻻﻧﺴﺎن ﻣﻌﺮﻓﻪ اﻟﺤﻖ اﻟﺘﻮاﺿﻊ واﻟﺨﺸﻮع واﺳﺘﻌﻤﻞ اﻟﻌﻘﻞ اﻟﻤﺠﺮد ﻣﻦ اﻟﻬﻮا ﺗﻌﻴﻈﺘﻪ اﻟﻌﻨﺎﻳﻪ 
وﺷﻤﻠﺘﻪ اﻟﺮﺣﻤﻪ واﻟﻬﺪاﻳﻪ واﻛﺘﻨﻔﺘﻪ ﻧﻌﻤﺔ روح اﻟﻘﺪس ﺣﺘﻰ ﺗﻌﺪل ﺑﻪ اﻟﻰ ﻣﻌﺮﻓﺔ اﻟﺤﻖ اﻟﺪي ﻇﻞ 
ﻋﻨﻪ ﻓﺎﻧﻪ اﻋﺠﺐ ﺑﺮاﻳﻪ واﻓﺘﺨﺮ ﺑﻨﻔﺴﻪ وﻋﻘﻠﻪ وﻋﻠﻤﻪ اﻃﺮح ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﻨﺎﻳﻪ وﺧﻠﻰ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻤﻌﻮﻧﻪ وﺑﻘﺎ 
ﻋﻠﻲ ﺟﻤﻠﻪ اﻟﻈﻼﻟﻪ وﻣﺘﻲ اﺻﺎب اﻻﻧﺴﺎن ﻃﺮﻳﻘﺔ اﻟﺤﻖ اﺣﺴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻔﺴﻪ ﺑﺤﻴﺎت ﻗﺪ ﺗﺠﺪدت 
ﻧﺠﻮت ﺣﻴﻨﻴﺪا ﻣﻦ اﻟﻬﻠﻜﻪ	  	  ‘The	  best	  gifts	  of	  God	  to	  the	  servant	  is	  knowledge	  of	  the	  truth	  and	  his	  being	  and	  the	  knowledge	  is	  that	  with	  which	  man	  knows	  the	  high	  Creator	  and	  what	  is	  above	  the	  nature	  of	  spiritual	  beings.	  And	  the	  wisdom	  is	  that	  with	  which	  man	  knows	  the	  earthly	  things	  like	  the	  wisdom	  of	  Solomon,	  son	  of	  David	  and	  who	  is	  like	  him.	  And	  the	  most	  important	  is	  the	  knowledge	  which	  God	  gives	  to	  whom	  he	  wants	  and	  Apostle	  Paul	  –	  piece	  upon	  him	  –	  calls	  it:	  The	  kingdom	  of	  God	  that	  he	  said	  that	  the	  kingdom	  of	  God	  is	  dwelling	  in	  you,	  he	  means	  the	  knowledge	  which	  man	  acquires	  through	  learning,	  of	  which	  he	  asks	  in	  prayer	  and	  in	  humility	  and	  he	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gives	  him	  through	  the	  grace	  of	  the	  holy	  spirit,	  and	  that	  [knowledge]	  brings	  him	  to	  the	  essence	  of	  the	  light	  till	  it	  get	  loose	  with	  what	  the	  heart	  of	  who	  obeys	  lives	  and	  if	  he	  begs	  for	  the	  knowledge	  of	  the	  truth,	  the	  modesty	  and	  humility	  and	  used	  the	  mind	  which	  is	  deprived	  of	  lust	  then	  the	  providence	  will	  support	  him	  and	  the	  mercy	   and	   the	   guidance	   bestow	   upon	   him	   and	   the	   grace	   of	   the	   Holy	   Spirit	  protects	  him	  till	  it	  returns	  him	  to	  the	  knowledge	  of	  truth	  which	  he	  strayed.	  And	  if	   he	   admires	   his	   opinion	   and	   was	   proud	   of	   himself	   and	   his	   mind	   and	   his	  knowledge	  he	  will	  be	  thrown	  from	  providence	  and	  becomes	  empty	  of	  help	  and	  remains	  on	  the	  whole	  error.	  And	  when	  he	  holds	  the	  way	  of	  the	  truth,	  he	  did	  well	  for	  himself	  with	  the	  life	  which	  renewed	  and	  saved	  it	  from	  the	  loss’. 
 	   On	   comparing	   this	   passage	  with	   Šemʿōn’s	  works,	   one	   can	   find	   only	  some	   general	   points	   of	   correspondence.	   For	   Šemʿōn,	   one	   of	   the	   aims	   of	   the	  spiritual	   life	   is	   the	   ‘knowledge	   of	   truth’	   (Book	   of	   Grace	   2/2).	   He	   also	  distinguishes	   between	   the	   wisdom	   of	   the	   world	   and	   the	   knowledge	   that	   is	  granted	  by	  God.	  Šemʿōn	  further	  interprets	  the	  ‘Kingdom	  of	  God’	  as	  knowledge:	  ‘The	  Kingdom	  of	  Heaven	  is,	   therefore,	  the	  knowledge	  of	  the	  sublime	  spiritual	  theory	  of	  the	  intelligible	  natures	  of	  the	  heavenly	  hosts’	  (M	  2).	  	  Upon	  comparison,	  one	  finds	  many	  similar	  passages	  in	  Šemʿōn’s	  works	  and	   especially	   in	   his	  Book	   of	   Grace	   (e.g.	   on	   the	   subject	   of	   the	   guidance	   and	  protection	  of	  grace	  and	  the	  state	  of	  abandonment).	  Here	  is	  one	  more	  example	  of	  the	  similarity	  between	  the	  Arabic	  text	  and	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  (5/28).	  	  
وﻗﺎل ﺧﻠﻮة اﻟﺮاﻫﺐ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻼﻳﺘﻪ ﺗﻠﻬﺐ ﻗﻠﺒﻪ ﺑﺎﻟﻔﻜﺮ 
ﺣﺘﻲ ﻳﻐﺘﻨﻲ اﻟﻰ اﻟﺼﻼه  ﻓﻴﺒﺮد ﻗﻠﺒﻪ وﻳﻬﺪي ﻗﻠﻘﻪ	   !I89 ܕ*U 0S"9 ܐ@"l/. %̣U D#09 ܐ%"Q9 ܕ@W#܆ %&*SA ܕ=S&/ ܘD#=A< ܘܬ!B< ܕ@59. ܘ%̣U 
0#=Sy ܐ̈ܘ@l89 ܕF1̈t JZ"]*9 %&*SA<. 
%`"`#ܬ/ ܕ8Z#ܪܬ/ ܘ%T"5B ܕFl*Q9 
ܘ%Z`T#ܬ/ ܕMOH9	  He	  said:	  seclusion	  of	  the	  monk	  in	  his	  cell	  inflames	  his	  heart	  in	  the	  meditation	  until	   In	   this	   constrained	   solitude	   thanks	   to	  constant	  seclusion	  a	  fear,	  moderation	  and	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he	  enriches	  himself	  with	  prayer,	  then	  his	  heart	   becomes	   quite	   and	   his	   agitation	  ceases.	  	  
contrition	  of	  heart	  are	  born;	  and	  thanks	  to	   different	   afflictions	   caused	   by	  compulsory	   works	   humility	   of	  observance	   and	   patience	   of	   constraint	  and	  regulation	  of	  senses.	  	  While	  dealing	  with	  the	  same	  general	  subject	  of	  the	  benefits	  of	  solitude	  for	  the	  monk,	   both	   fragments	   nevertheless	   differ	   in	   the	   details.	   The	   Arabic	   text	  describes	   a	   process	   starting	  with	  meditation	   through	   prayer,	   and	   leading	   to	  tranquility	  away	  from	  passions’	  attacks.	  The	  fragment	  from	  Šemʿōn’s	  text	  simply	  lists	  the	  virtues	  that	  a	  monk	  can	  achieve	  such	  as	  fear	  of	  God,	  contrition	  of	  God,	  but	  does	  not	  relate	  them	  to	  each	  other.	  In	  conclusion	  to	  the	  brief	  presentation	  of	  the	  Arabic	  text	  attributed	  by	  some	  scholars	  to	  Šemʿōn,	  one	  can	  state	  that	  at	  this	  stage	  of	  the	  research	  it	  is	  not	  possible	  to	  identify	  this	  text	  with	  any	  extant	  text	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  Furthermore,	  it	  is	  difficult	   to	   infer	   Šemʿōn’s	   authorship	   only	   on	   the	   basis	   of	   the	   text,	   since	   the	  subjects	  it	  deals	  with	  are	  to	  a	  certain	  extent	  traditional,	  and	  were	  discussed	  also	  by	  other	  monastic	  authors.	  	  
4.	  Works.	  Spuria	  
	  
Mēmrā	  on	  Our	  Father	  	  In	  1905	  Paul	  Bedjan	  published	  Jacob	  of	  Serug’s	  mēmrā	  entitled	  On	  Prayer	  that	  
Our	   Lord	   Taught	   to	   His	   Disciples126.	   Bedjan’s	   edition	   was	   based	   on	   five	  manuscripts	  ranging	  in	  date	  from	  565	  to	  1469/70127.	  
                                                                                                                126	  Bedjan	  1905,	  pp.	  212–248.	  127	  BL	  Add.	  17157	  (565	  CE),	  Vat.	  sir.	  117	  (12th	  c.),	  Vat.	  sir.	  118	  (10th	  c.),	  Paris	  syr.	  195	  (1469/70	  CE),	  Paris	  syr.	  196	  (14th	  c.)	  (Bedjan	  1905,	  p.	  x).	  
526130-L-bw-Geurts
Processed on: 7-11-2018 PDF page: 121
Chapter  II.  Minor  works  of  Šemʿōn  
 101 
However,	   a	   couple	   of	   years	   later	   he	   mentioned	   in	   passing	   that	   the	  abridged	   version	   of	   the	   same	   text	   can	   be	   found	   in	   ms.	   76	   preserved	   in	  ‘bibliothèque	  épiscopale	  de	  Séert’	  with	  an	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh128.	  The	   library	   in	   question	   is	   the	  collection	   of	  manuscripts	   that	   belonged	   to	   the	  Chaldean	   diocese	   of	   Siirt,	   and	   was	   described	   by	   Addai	   Scher	   in	   1905.	   The	  majority	  of	  the	  manuscripts	  were	  destroyed	  during	  the	  First	  World	  War	  so	  the	  catalogue	  of	  Scher	  remains	  our	  only	  source	  of	  information	  about	  this	  collection.	  	  Before	  considering	   the	  contents	  of	   that	  Siirt	   codex,	   let	  us	   look	  at	   the	  issue	  of	  the	  authenticity	  of	  the	  text	  published	  by	  Bedjan.	  Jacob’s	  authorship	  of	  the	   mēmrā	   can	   be	   regarded	   as	   unquestionable	   if	   one	   takes	   a	   look	   at	   the	  manuscript	  evidence	  for	  that	  text.	  Thanks	  to	  the	  investigation	  done	  by	  Vööbus	  into	  the	  manuscript	  tradition	  of	  the	  works	  attributed	  to	  Jacob	  our	  knowledge	  of	  the	  extant	  copies	  of	  the	  text	  is	  considerably	  wider.	  He	  managed	  to	  find	  the	  same	  
mēmrā	  in	  22	  additional	  manuscripts	  written	  between	  6th/7th	  and	  1930129.	  The	   oldest	   copy	   of	   the	   text	   (BL	   Add.	   17157)	  was,	   however,	   already	  known	  to	  Bedjan.	  This	  manuscript	  was	  written	  in	  565	  (45	  years	  after	  Jacob’s	  death!),	  and	  is	  one	  of	  the	  oldest	  extant	  collections	  of	  Jacob’s	  works.	  Later	  on	  and	  until	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  20th	  century	  the	  mēmrā	  was	  steadily	  copied	  amongst	  the	  other	  texts	  attributed	  to	  Jacob.	  Such	  a	  safe	  attribution	  to	  Jacob	  from	  the	  6th	  century	  onwards	  proves	  that	  there	  is	  no	  reason	  to	  doubt	  the	  authenticity	  of	  the	  
mēmrā.	   Especially	   significant	   for	   our	   case	   is	   that	   Vööbus’	   investigation	  demonstrates	  that	  the	  entire	  manuscript	  evidence	  for	  that	  text	  is	  represented	  by	  the	  witnesses	  of	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  provenance,	  and	  that	  so	  far	  there	  is	  no	  East	  Syriac	  manuscript	  copy	  of	  it.	  	   The	   catalogue	   of	   Scher	   does	   not	   give	   a	   detailed	   description	   of	   the	  manuscript	   supposedly	   referred	   to	   by	  Bedjan,	   but	   only	   enumerates,	  without	  providing	  the	  Syriac	  titles,	  the	  following	  works	  that	  make	  up	  the	  contents	  of	  the	  codex	  76130:	  
                                                                                                                128	  Bedjan	  1907,	  pp.	  xiii–xiv.	  129	  Vööbus	  1973–1980.	  130	  Scher	  1905,	  pp.	  57–58.	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a.	  First	  Part	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh131	  b.	  History	  of	  St.	  Anasim132	  c.	  Treatise	  on	  asceticism	  by	  Abraham	  of	  Nathpar133	  d.	  Poem	  by	  ʿAbdīšōʿ,	  metropolitan	  of	  Elam	  on	  the	  greatness	  of	  the	  Holy	  Mass134	  	  At	  the	  time	  Scher	  was	  describing	  the	  manuscript	  it	  was	  already	  damaged	  and	  consisted	  of	  25	  quires,	  written	  in	  Estrangela.	  Scher	  dated	  the	  codex	  to	  the	  13th	  century.	  The	  contents	  of	  the	  manuscript	  can	  be	  characterized	  as	  a	  collection	  of	  popular	  monastic	  East	  Syriac	  texts.	  Thus,	  the	  mere	  statement	  of	  Bedjan	  that	  one	  can	   find	   therein	   a	   text	   of	   Syrian	   Orthodox	   provenance	   sounds	   somewhat	  awkward.	  Nevertheless,	  we	  are	  aware	  of	  some	  examples	  of	  the	  presence	  of	  texts	  by	   Jacob	   in	   East	   Syriac	   manuscripts.	   Thus,	   Vööbus	   mentiones	   East	   Syriac	  manuscript	   Baghdad	   Patr.	   6035	   (18th–19th	   c.),	   which	   contains	   the	  mēmrē	   of	  Narsai,	  followed	  by	  one	  of	  Jacob135.	  	  
                                                                                                                131	  It	  was	  used	  in	  Bedjan’s	  edition	  of	  Isaac’s	  homilies	  under	  the	  siglum	  S	  (Bedjan	  1909).	  132	  Scher	  says	  that	  this	  is	  the	  story	  of	  a	  saint	  who	  was	  discovered	  after	  fifty	  years	  together	  with	  some	  other	   four	  hundred	  monks.	  The	  details	   provided	   by	   Scher	   do	   not	  allow	  us	   to	   identify	   that	   saint	  woman	  with	  Onesima	  (both	  names	  are	  spelled	  identically	  in	  Syriac),	  whose	  life	  was	  widely	  known	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orient	  both	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  and	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition	  (Baumstark	  1922,	  p.	  192,	  Fiey	  2004,	  p.	  147,	  Peeters	  1910,	  p.	  178).	  The	  story	  narrates	  that	  Onesima	  was	  a	  daughter	  of	  an	  Egyptian	  king	  who	  left	  the	  world	  and	  spent	  forty	  years	  in	  the	  desert,	  and	  then	  the	  next	  forty	  years	  in	  the	  monastery	  together	  with	  three	  hundred	  nuns	  (the	  available	  edition,	  Bedjan	  1895,	  pp.	  405–419	  and	  English	  translation	  Lewis	  1900,	  pp.	  81–93	  are	  based	  on	  different	  manuscripts).	  However,	  there	  is	  another	  recension	  of	  the	  story	  of	  Onesima	  which	  corresponds	  to	  the	  description	  of	  Scher	  and	  remains	  unedited.	  For	  excerpts,	  see	  Bedjan	  1895,	  pp.	  419–420.	  It	  is	  not	  mentioned	  in	  Fiey	  2004.	  Cf.	  the	  title	  as	  preserved	  in	  Berlin	  Ms.	  or.	  quart.	  1051:	  ‘Also	  [the	  story	  of	  a	  Onesima	  –	  the	  name	  is	  lacking	  in	  the	  title	  but	  is	  supplied	  by	  further	  narrative]	  that	  was	  discovered	  after	  fifty	  years	  together	  with	  four	  hundred	  monks	  and	  she	  was	  their	  master’,	  Assfalg	  1963,	  p.	  50).	  	  133	   Published	   by	   Bedjan	  with	   an	   attribution	   to	   Abraham	   in	   Bedjan	   1909,	   pp.	   629–632.	   Chahine	  considers	  the	  work	  authentic	  (Chahine	  2004,	  pp.	  41–42).	  He	  found	  the	  same	  text	  in	  olim	  Notre-­‐‑Dame	  des	  Semences/Scher	  24	  (1698	  CE)	  and	  Vat.	  sir.	  593	  (1917	  CE).	  134	  This	  mēmrā,	  generally	  known	  as	  Exposition	  of	  the	  Mysteries,	  was	  very	  popular	  and	  had	  its	  own	  developed	  manuscript	  tradition.	  It	  has	  been	  transmitted	  in	  numerous	  copies	  with	  an	  attribution	  to	  Narsai,	   Abdīšōʿ,	  Metropolitan	  of	  Elam,	  and	  anonymously	  (Baumstark	  1922,	  p.	  112,	  n.	  10;	  Macomber	  1973,	   p.	   299;	   Vööbus	   1965,	   p.	   79–80).	   The	   authorship	   of	   Narsai	   is	   acknowledged	   by	   modern	  scholarship.	  The	  lost	  Siirt	  manuscript	  used	  to	  be	  the	  most	  ancient	  copy	  of	  it.	  135	  Vööbus	  1980,	  pp.	  16–17.	  Vööbus	  explains	  its	  presence	  by	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  mēmrā	  of	  Jacob	  is	  void	  of	  any	  unacceptable	  theological	  and	  dogmatic	  statements.	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Nevertheless,	  the	  statement	  of	  Bedjan	  requires	  some	  explanation.	  On	  the	  one	  hand,	  his	  account	  implies	  that	  he	  had	  direct	  access	  to	  the	  codex,	  and	  thus,	  his	  testimony	  should	  be	  considered	  as	  trustworthy136.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  the	  description	  provided	  by	  Scher	  and	  compiled	  approximately	  at	  the	  time	  when	  Bedjan	  could	  have	  consulted	  the	  manuscript,	  clearly	  demonstrates	  that	  there	  is	  no	  text	  attributed	  to	  Šemʿōn	  in	  it.	  Therefore,	  two	  possibilities	  are	  ready	  at	  hand.	  Either	  Bedjan	  had	  seen	  this	  codex	  before	  it	  was	  damaged	  and	  lost	  a	  part	  of	  it	  (containing	  the	  mēmrā	  with	  the	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn),	  or	  he	  refers	  to	  another	  manuscript	  that	  was	  lost	  before	  the	  collection	  was	  described	  by	  Scher.	  	  It	  is	  unlikely	  that	  Scher	  overlooked	  the	  piece	  under	  consideration,	  and	  furthermore,	   a	   rather	   early	   date	   of	   the	  manuscript	   (13th	   c.)	  makes	   it	   highly	  improbable	  (though	  not	  absolutely	  impossible)	  that	  the	  text	  was	  borrowed	  by	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition.	  Without	  any	  doubt	  Bedjan’s	  statement	  would	  require	  verification,	   but	   since	   the	   manuscript	   is	   lost,	   we	   are	   to	   leave	   the	   question	  without	  a	  decisive	  answer.	  	  	  
5.	  Conclusions	  
	   The	   present	   chapter	   aimed	   at	   analyzing	   all	   extant	   evidence	   for	   the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  (with	  the	  deliberate	  omission	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  and	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  which	  will	  be	  treated	  separately).	  Apparently,	  not	  all	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  works	  have	  survived.	  Thus,	  a	  Life	  of	  Mār	  Gani	  (most	  probably	  a	  local	  saint	  in	  the	  monastic	  community	  established	  by	  Rabban	  Šabūr)	  is	  known	  to	  us	  exclusively	  thanks	  to	  a	  brief	  mention	  in	  the	  Book	  of	  Chastity	  by	  Išōʿdnaḥ	  (9th	  c.).	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  it	  was	  very	  fortunate	  to	  discover	  a	  previously	  unknown	  and	  unattested	  text,	  the	  Profitable	  Counsels.	  This	  work	  for	  which	  we	  have	  no	  external	  
                                                                                                                136	  This	  is	  proved	  by	  the	  fact	  that	  he	  most	  probably	  used	  the	  very	  same	  codex	  for	  the	  establishment	  of	   the	   text	   of	   the	   First	   Part	   of	   Isaac	   of	   Nineveh	   (Bedjan	   1909).	   Bedjan	   does	   not	   specify	   which	  manuscript	  from	  Siirt	  he	  had	  at	  his	  disposal.	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evidence	  turned	  out	  to	  exist	  not	  only	  in	  its	  Syriac	  original,	  but	  also	  in	  an	  ancient	  Sogdian	  translation.	  For	  the	  other	  two,	  already	  known	  texts,	  namely	  the	  Homily	  
on	  the	  Consecration	  of	  the	  Cell	  and	  the	  text	  published	  by	  Mingana,	  it	  was	  possible	  to	  discover	  new	  manuscript	  witnesses	  that	  clearly	  document	  the	  popularity	  of	  both	  texts	  not	  only	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition	  but	  also	  outside	  of	  it.	  	  It	  deserves	  to	  be	  stressed	  that	  a	  vast	  majority	  of	  the	  extant	  witnesses	  to	  the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  belongs	  to	  the	  genre	  of	  the	  monastic	  miscellanies.	  It	  shows,	  on	  the	  one	  hand,	  that	  we	  cannot	  know	  exactly	  how	  the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  were	  transmitted	   in	   the	   earliest	   period,	   but	   on	   the	   other	   hand	   an	   introduction	   of	  Šemʿōn’s	  works	  into	  such	  compilations	  is	  a	  clear	  indication	  that	  they	  were	  seen	  as	   worthy	   of	   being	   preserved	   and	   transmitted.	   One	   of	   such	   monastic	  compilations	  was	  known	  to	  a	  13th	  century	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  reader	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  Maphrian	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  who	  quoted	  from	  Šemʿōn	  in	  his	  authoritative	  Ethicon.	  A	   significant	  aspect	  of	   studying	   the	  extant	  witnesses	   to	   the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	   is	   the	   fact	   that	   they	  allow	  us	   to	   trace	   the	   transmission	  history	  of	   the	  works	  of	  that	  7th	  century	  writer.	  In	  brief,	  one	  can	  say	  that	  the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  that	  we	  have	   studied	   in	   this	   chapter	   proved	   to	   be	   influential	   not	   only	   in	   the	  posterior	   East	   Syriac	   tradition	   (as	   evidenced	   by	   Išōʿdnaḥ	   and	   Abraham	   bar	  Dašandad),	   but	  also	   reached	  and	   exerted	  an	   impact	   upon	   other	   traditions	   of	  Syriac	  Christianity	  (Melkite	  and	  Syrian	  Orthodox).	  	  A	   closer	   look	   on	   the	   text	   edited	   by	   Mingana	   (M)	   allows	   to	   make	  important	  observation	  on	  the	  character	  of	  the	  transmission	  of	  that	  text.	  Namely,	  we	  see	   that	   the	   text	  was	  rather	  early	   subject	   to	   selection.	  A	  peculiar	   style	  of	  writing	  of	  Šemʿōn	  was	  favorable	  for	  that	  fragmentation	  process.	  Thus,	  it	  comes	  as	  no	  surprise	  that	  already	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition	  separate	  chapters	  and	  fragments	  were	  circulating,	  sometimes	  even	  anonymously.	  The	  most	  varied	  manuscript	  evidence,	  however,	  accounts	  for	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	   tradition.	   We	   are	   in	   possession	   of	   manuscript	   witnesses	   that	  document	   the	   beginning	   of	   the	   circulation	   of	   the	   works	   of	   Šemʿōn	   in	   that	  tradition	  as	  early	  as	  the	  13th	  century.	  The	  absence	  of	  older	  witnesses	  is	  most	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probably	  not	  an	  accidental	  phenomenon,	  but	  should	  be	  explained	  in	  the	  context	  of	  the	  process	  in	  which	  Šemʿōn’s	  works	  were	  borrowed	  by	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition.	  Once	  borrowed,	   the	   texts	  were	   first	   transmitted	  anonymously,	  and	  later	  due	  to	  their	  circulation	  jointly	  with	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  they	  were	  attributed	  to	  the	  latter.	  	  The	   importance	   of	   the	   Syrian	   Orthodox	   branch	   of	   the	   manuscript	  transmission	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  works	  lies	  in	  the	  fact	  that	  it	  makes	  it	  possible	  to	  argue	  that	   the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  and	   Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	   that	  are	   regularly	  present	   together	   in	   the	   Syrian	   Orthodox	   manuscripts	   reflect	   a	   similar	   joint	  transmission	  of	   the	  works	  of	   those	  authors	   in	   the	  East	  Syriac	  milieu.	  Given	  a	  possibility	  of	  their	  acquaintance	  that	  joint	  transmission	  may	  even	  go	  back	  to	  the	  very	  first	  copies	  of	  their	  works.	  Thanks	   to	   the	   additional	  manuscript	  witnesses	   it	  will	   be	   possible	   to	  improve	  the	  available	  edition	  of	  the	  text	  published	  by	  Mingana	  (M).	  Whereas	  his	  edition	  is	  based	  on	  only	  one	  manuscript	  we	  are	  aware	  today	  of	  a	  large	  number	  of	  manuscript	  that	  provide	  the	  same	  text	  with	  some	  variants	  that	  a	  prospective	  editor	  will	  have	  to	  take	  into	  account.	  Since	  our	  oldest	  witness	  goes	  back	  to	  the	  10th	   century	   the	   differences	   with	   Mingana’s	   edition	  may	   in	   fact	   represent	   a	  superior	  text	  form.	  Finally,	   it	   is	   worth	   stressing	   that	   even	   the	   discovered	   manuscript	  witnesses	  may	  still	  preserve	  other	  genuine	  fragments	  from	  the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  This	  is	  especially	  true	  for	  the	  treatise	  by	  Šemʿōn	  –	  whose	  identification	  will	  be	  discussed	   in	   the	   next	   chapter	   –	   only	   a	   part	   of	  which	   survives	   (M).	   Since	   the	  extant	  fragmentary	  text	  is	  our	  only	  authentic	  witness	  to	  the	  treatise,	  this	  sharply	  limits	  the	  possibilities	  for	  the	  identification	  of	  the	  fragments	  that	  can	  be	  found	  in	   the	  manuscripts.	  One	  example	   of	   such	  dubious	   text	   included	   in	   this	   study	  shows	  remarkable	  similarities	  with	  authentic	  texts.	  For	  that	  reason,	  a	  study	  of	  the	  manuscripts	   opens	   up	   perspectives	   for	   the	   further	   research	   of	   Šemʿōn’s	  corpus	  of	  writings.	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Chapter	  III.	  The	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑
Ṭaibūtēh	  
	  
1.	  Introduction	  	  Gregory	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō,	  whose	  accounts	  on	  Šemʿōn	  were	  studied	  earlier,	  records	  in	   his	  Ecclesiastical	  Chronicle	   that	   Šemʿōn	  was	   both	  a	  monastic	  author	   and	  a	  physician.	  The	  East	  Syriac	  author	   ʿAbdīšōʿ	  of	  Nisibis	   (d.	  1318)	  also	   registers,	  sometime	   later	   than	   Bar	   ʿEbrōyō,	   in	   his	   Catalogus	   librorum,	   that	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  wrote	  books	  on	  both	  asceticism	  and	  medicine1.	  	  As	   demonstrated	   in	   the	   preceding	  chapter,	   the	   two	  books	   on	   ascetic	  subjects	  recorded	  by	   ʿAbdīšōʿ	  of	  Nisibis	  with	  an	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn	  can	  be	  identified,	  with	  a	  high	  degree	  of	  plausibility,	  with	  extant	  texts,	  namely	  The	  Book	  
of	  Grace	  and	  The	  Homily	  on	  the	  Consecration	  of	  the	  Cell.	  Whereas	  a	  ‘book	  about	  medicine’	  mentioned	  by	  ʿAbdīšōʿ	  has	  been	  unanimously	  considered	  as	  lost2.	  Nevertheless,	  one	  can	  notice	  that	  modern	  scholarship	  has	  never	  called	  into	   question	   the	   reliability	   of	   the	   acount	   of	   Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	   and	   ʿAbdīšōʿ,	   and	  admitted	  that	  Šemʿōn	  did	  indeed	  write	  a	  medical	  work	  that,	  unfortunately,	  did	  not	  survive.	  Such	  an	  assessment	  is	  mainly	  due	  to	  the	  evidence	  of	  two	  groups	  of	  texts	  that	  clearly	  demonstrate	  Šemʿōn’s	  deep	  interest	  in	  medicine.	  The	  first	  one	  is	   a	   text	  M	   published	   by	  Alphonse	  Mingana	   in	   1934	  under	   the	   artificial	   title	  
Medico-­‐‑Mystical	   Work,	   where	   one	   can	   indeed	   find	   passages	   that	   deal	   with	  medical	  themes.	  The	  second	  group	  of	  texts	  is	  a	  handful	  of	  quotations	  also	  dealing	  with	  medical	  topics	  that	  are	  preserved	  in	  the	  Lexicon	  by	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  as	  well	  as	  in	  a	  few	  Arabic	  medical	  treatises,	  with	  an	  attribution	  either	  shortly	  to	  Šemʿōn,	  or	  
                                                                                                                1	  For	  a	  study	  of	  the	  relevant	  passages,	  see	  Chapter	  II.	  2	  See	  e.g.	  the	  following	  remarks:	  ‘le	  sue	  opere	  mediche	  sono	  andate	  tutte	  perdute’	  (Gignoux	  2001,	  p.	  45),	  ‘resta,	  infine,	  perduti	  gli	  scritti	  medici’	  (Bettiolo	  1992,	  p.	  7).	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explicitly,	  to	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  So	  far,	  neither	  of	  those	  two	  groups	  of	  texts	  has	  been	   examined	   and	   evaluated,	   nor	   have	   there	   been	   any	   attempts	   made	   to	  explain	  the	  origin	  of	  those	  texts	  and	  to	  verify	  if	  any	  of	  them	  is	  related	  to	  the	  Book	  
of	  Medicine	  of	  Šemʿōn3.	  In	   the	   present	   chapter	   I	   will	   discuss	   the	   evidence	   for	   the	   medical	  treatise	  by	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  that	  can	  be	  found	  in	  Syriac	  and	  Arabic	  sources.	  	  	  
2.	  Text	  published	  by	  Mingana	  
	  As	  we	  have	  seen	  in	  the	  preceding	  chapter,	  the	  text	  M	  published	  by	  Mingana	  in	  1934	  consists	  of	  forty-­‐‑one	  uneven	  text	  pieces,	  or	  chapters,	  the	  common	  thread	  of	  which	  is	  the	  consideration	  of	  the	  interdependence	  of	  the	  body’s	  activities	  with	  the	   spiritual	   life.	   The	  majority	   of	   the	   chapters	   are	   of	   exclusively	   ascetic	   and	  mystical	   contents.	   Although	   they	   clearly	   testify	   to	   their	   author’s	   medical	  knowledge,	  they	  do	  not	  provide	  satisfactory	  grounds	  to	  unequivocally	  conclude	  that	  Šemʿōn	  was	  not	  an	  amateur	  but	  indeed	  a	  trained	  physician.	  Nevertheless,	  there	   are	   a	   few	   distinct	   chapters	   which	   clearly	   demonstrate	   that	   Šemʿōn	  possessed	  a	  good	  command	  of	  medical	  literature	  and	  medical	  theory.	  Here	  are	  those	  texts	  in	  translation4:	  
	  
M	  105	  
A	  Medicine	  for	  the	  Darkness	  of	  the	  Mind	  The	  darkness	  spread	  on	  the	  surface	  of	  the	  mind	  is	  driven	  out	  by	  the	  intensity	  of	  the	  love	  of	  learning,	  and	  by	  [ascetic]	  conduct.	  The	  performance	  of	  practice	  of	  the	  
                                                                                                                3	  Cf.	  a	  characteristic	  opinion	  of	  Bettiolo:	  ‘è	  difficile	  precisare	  la	  provenienza	  e	  la	  posizione	  reciproca	  di	  tutti	  questi	  testi	  e/o	  estratti’	  (Bettiolo	  1992,	  p.	  7).	  4	  The	   translation	   follows	   that	  of	  Mingana	   (Mingana	   1934),	  with	   some	   (sometimes	  considerable)	  changes.	   Some	   chapters	   are	   not	   quoted	   in	   full	   and	   only	   the	   relevant	   sections	   are	   provided.	   The	  chapters	  are	  not	  numerated	  in	  the	  edition	  of	  Mingana.	  I	  introduced	  the	  numeration	  for	  the	  sake	  of	  convenience.	  5	  Mingana	  1934,	  pp.	  298–299	  [ed.],	  34–35	  [tr.].	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commandments,	  together	  with	  fast,	  vigil	  and	  asceticism,	  pierce	  the	  thickness	  of	  the	  stomach	  and	  the	  solidness	  of	  the	  organs	  which	  transmit	  light	  from	  the	  brain	  to	  the	  heart.	  When	  the	  body	  has	  become	  humble	  by	  means	  of	  true	  behaviour,	  if	  the	  darkness	  has	  lingered,	  grace	  will	  drive	  it	  out.	  	  The	  experienced	  man	  [lit.	  ‘gnostic’]	  whose	  soul	  has	  been	  embittered	  by	  darkness,	   acedia	   and	   distraction	   of	   the	   mind	   caused	   by	   the	   fullness	   of	   the	  stomach	   and	   the	   dullness	   of	   the	   organs,	   will	   not	   only	   avoid	   stomach’s	  abundance,	  but	  will	  also	  consume	  stale	  bread	  and	  salt	  moderately,	   so	   that	   in	  addition	  to	  the	  opening	  of	  the	  channels	  that	  transmit	  light	  from	  the	  mind	  to	  the	  heart,	  the	  dust	  also	  which	  through	  the	  senses	  of	  the	  body	  settles	  on	  the	  wings	  of	  the	  brain	  may	  be	  wiped	  off,	  according	  to	  the	  word	  of	  the	  Fathers.	  	  Therefore,	  we	  deprive	  the	  senses	  of	  encounters	  in	  order	  that	  our	  inner	  motions	  may	  be	   soothed	   and	   yield	   fruits	   to	  God.	  Depriving	   encounters	   from	  senses,	  if	  the	  heart	  has	  faith,	  the	  mind	  becomes	  God-­‐‑man	  […].	  	  
M	  116	  
On	  the	  Fruits	  of	  Seclusion	  The	  more	  the	  ways	  of	  our	  behaviour	  dissolve,	  the	  more	  intensively	  blazes	  the	  furnace	   of	   the	   stomach,	   which	   requires	   a	   diversity	   of	   dishes.	   And	  when	   the	  channels	  of	  the	  stomach	  are	  filled	  up	  and	  the	  organs	  which	  lead	  the	  light	  from	  the	  brain	  to	  the	  heart	  are	  blocked,	  the	  heart	  will	  be	  overspread	  with	  darkness,	  all	   the	   house	   will	   be	   filled	   with	   smoke,	   the	   limbs	   will	   suffer	   numbness,	  discouragement	  will	   reign,	   the	  mind	  will	   be	   perturbed,	   the	   soul	  will	   darken,	  discernment	   will	   become	   blind,	   knowledge	   will	   be	   lame,	   judgment	   will	   be	  confused,	  thoughts	  will	  be	  unbound,	  the	  remembrance	  of	  good	  things	  will	  be	  wiped	  out	  from	  the	  heart,	   the	  passions	  will	  receive	  fuel	  for	  their	  fire,	  and	  the	  sons	  of	  daemons	  will	  start	  to	  dance	  with	  joy	  and	  will	  applaud.	  	  [On	   the	  contrary]	  as	   soon	  as	   the	  bonds	  of	   solitude	   fall	  on	   the	  senses	  through	   seclusion,	   the	   heart	   becomes	   contrite,	   the	   mind	   humbles	   itself,	   the	  
                                                                                                                6	  Mingana	  1934,	  pp.	  299–300	  [ed.],	  35–36	  [tr.].	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thoughts	   evanesce,	   the	   stomach	   contracts,	   the	   forces	   of	   disturbance	   become	  calm	  […].	  	  
M	  197	  
On	  the	  Motions	  of	  the	  Soul	  The	  soul	  has	  two	  active	  powers:	  the	  rational	  and	  the	  animal.	  The	  animal	  power	  is	  found	  also	  among	  irrational	  beings,	  while	  the	  rational	  power	  is	  only	  found	  in	  rational	   beings,	   and	   consists	   of	   mind,	   intellect,	   reason,	   thoughts	   and	  discernment.	   The	   animal	   power	   consists	   of	   desire	   and	   anger.	   The	   desire	   is	  stirred	  by	  senses,	  and	  senses	  are	  stirred	  by	  the	  joined	  motions	  [coming	  from]	  inside	  or	  outside,	  while	  anger	  is	  stirred	  by	  desire.	  If	  there	  are	  no	  motions	  the	  senses	  are	  not	  stirred,	  and	  if	  senses	  are	  not	  [stirred]	  the	  desire	  is	  not	  stirred;	  and	  if	  the	  desire	  is	  not	  [stirred],	  anger	  is	  not	  stirred.	  And	  until	  desire	  and	  anger	  are	  quelled	  and	  brought	  back	  from	  their	  state	  of	  unnaturalness,	  so	  as	  to	  act	  in	  a	  natural	  way,	  the	  rational	  powers	  will	  not	  act	  and	  will	  not	  cease	  the	  work	  of	  the	  left	  and	  proceed	  by	  degrees,	  and	  rise	  through	  the	  revelations	  of	  the	  knowledge	  of	  divine	  things.	  	  
M	  338.	  
On	  the	  Cohesion	  of	  Powers	  Sensation	  is	  in	  the	  brain,	  discernment	  is	  in	  the	  heart,	  desire	  is	  in	  the	  stomach,	  longing	  is	  in	  the	  kidneys,	  and	  wrath	  is	  in	  the	  liver.	  	  
M	  349	  
On	  the	  Natural	  Faculties	  The	   natural	   faculties	   are	   seven,	   four	   of	   which	   serve	   and	   three	   of	   which	   are	  served.	  Those	  which	  serve	  are:	  the	  attractive,	  which	  is	  cold;	  the	  retentive,	  which	  is	  dry;	  the	  dissolving,	  which	  is	  hot;	  and	  the	  secretory,	  which	  is	  damp.	  Each	  of	  
                                                                                                                7	  Mingana	  1934,	  p.	  308	  [ed.],	  49–50	  [tr.].	  8	  Mingana	  1934,	  p.	  316	  [ed.],	  63	  [tr.].	  9	  Mingana	  1934,	  p.	  316	  [ed.],	  63	  [tr.].	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those	  faculties	  can	  be	  possessed	  singly.	  As	  to	  the	  faculties	  that	  are	  served,	  they	  are	  the	  reproductive,	  the	  incremental,	  and	  the	  nutritive.	  	  
M	  3510	  
On	  the	  Psychical	  Operations	  The	  psychical	  and	  governing	  operations	  are:	  the	  imagery,	  the	  memory,	  and	  the	  understanding.	   The	   imagery	   is	   in	   the	   fore-­‐‑part	   of	   the	   brain,	   and	   that	   of	  understanding	  in	  the	  middle,	  while	  that	  of	  memory	  is	  in	  the	  back.	  When	  injury	  affects	  the	  fore-­‐‑part	  of	  the	  brain,	  where	  is	  the	  imagery,	  one	  sees	  apparitions	  and	  false	  images	  of	  all	  kinds,	  according	  to	  the	  colour	  of	  the	  humour	  from	  which	  the	  injury	  emanates.	  When	  the	  middle	  part,	  where	  is	  the	  understanding,	  is	  injured,	  one	  does	  not	  distinguish	  the	  things	  that	  are	  useful	  and	  necessary	  for	  our	  use	  from	   those	  which	   harms.	  And	  when	   the	   back	   part	   of	   the	   brain,	  where	   is	   the	  memory,	  is	  injured,	  they	  do	  not	  remember	  anything	  said	  or	  done	  by	  them.	  	  	  
M	  3611	  
On	  the	  Forgetfulness	  Caused	  by	  the	  Defect	  of	  the	  Memory	  The	  forgetfulness	  caused	  by	  the	  defect	  of	  memory	  and	  understanding,	  and	  by	  the	  obscurity	  of	  mind	  and	   intelligence,	   springs	   from	  the	  animal	   spirit	   that	   is	  formed	  in	  the	  ventricles	  of	  the	  heart,	  when	  it	  thickens	  and	  is	  not	  subtilised	  owing	  to	   indigestion;	  or	   from	  bad	  food	  which	  causes	  a	  bad	  chyme,	  which	   is	  neither	  pure	  nor	  subtle	  nor	  light,	  and	  is	  sent	  to	  the	  lobes	  of	  the	  brain	  while	  dark,	  thick	  and	  undigested;	  or	  from	  an	  injury	  to	  the	  brain	  itself,	  when	  it	  is	  struck	  or	  swelled,	  or	  when	  it	  is	  obstructed	  either	  through	  damp	  or	  through	  an	  excessive	  supply	  [of	  blood].	  	  
M	  3712	  
On	  the	  Operations	  of	  the	  Senses	  
                                                                                                                10	  Mingana	  1934,	  pp.	  316–317	  [ed.],	  63–64	  [tr.].	  11	  Mingana	  1934,	  p.	  317	  [ed.],	  64	  [tr.].	  12	  Mingana	  1934,	  p.	  317	  [ed.],	  64	  [tr.].	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The	   operations,	   the	   motions	   and	   perceptions	   of	   the	   five	   principal	   senses	  (including	  motions	  and	  perceptions	  present	  in	  us)	  commence	  and	  operate	  by	  means	  of	  nerves	  that	  come	  out	  of	  the	  brain.	  As	  to	  the	  animal	  spirit	  found	  in	  the	  nerves,	  it	  has	  two	  faculties:	  the	  motive	  power	  and	  the	  perceptible	  power.	  If	  an	  obstruction	   occurs	   in	   the	   nerves,	   perception	   is	   lost,	   while	   ability	   to	   move	  remains;	  and	  if	  numbness	  occurs	  in	  the	  nerves,	  the	  ability	  to	  move	  is	  lost,	  while	  perception	   remains;	   and	   if	   there	   is	   an	   excessive	   dampness	   or	   dryness,	   both	  perception	   and	   ability	   to	   move	   are	   lost	   (perception	   requires	   spirit	   a	   little	  though).	  	  
M	  3813	  
The	  Principal	  Organs	   	  The	  principal	  organs	  are	   the	  brain,	   the	  heart,	   the	   liver,	  and	   the	   testicles.	  The	  organs	  of	  respiration	  are	  the	  brain,	  the	  heart	  and	  the	  lungs,	  and	  the	  organs	  of	  the	  will	  are	  the	  nerves	  and	  the	  muscles.	  The	  center	  of	  the	  nerves	  is	  the	  brain,	  while	  the	  center	  of	  the	  arteries	  is	  the	  heart,	  and	  the	  center	  of	  the	  veins	  is	  the	  liver.	  	  
M	  3914	  
On	  the	  Essence	  of	  the	  Heart	  and	  its	  Operation	  The	  essence	  of	  the	  heart	  is	  of	  dense	  flesh	  and	  nervous	  fiber.	  In	  it	  can	  be	  found	  the	  natural	  heat	  that	  is	  in	  us,	  and	  from	  it	  heat	  emanates	  as	  from	  a	  spring;	  the	  heat	  and	  its	  form	  resemble	  a	  fire	  that	  is	  broad	  below	  but	  narrow	  above,	  and	  it	  mounts	  up	  like	  a	  flame.	  The	  heart	  has	  two	  ventricles,	  one	  on	  the	  right	  side	  and	  the	  other	  on	  the	  left.	  The	  right	  one	  receives	  the	  blood	  from	  the	  liver,	  purifies	  it,	  and	  sends	  its	  pure	  part	  to	  the	  brain	  and	  to	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  body;	  while	  the	  left	  one	  is	  the	  seat	  of	  the	  animal	  spirit,	  and	  it	  subtilizes	  that	  spirit	  and	  sends	  it	  to	  the	  lobes	  of	  the	  brain	  where	  emerge	  reason,	  memory	  and	  understanding.	  	  
                                                                                                                13	  Mingana	  1934,	  p.	  317	  [ed.],	  64–65	  [tr.].	  14	  Mingana	  1934,	  pp.	  317–318	  [ed.],	  65–66	  [tr.].	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The	  heart	  is	  situated	  in	  the	  breast,	  above	  the	  diaphragm	  and	  within	  the	  joints	  of	  the	  back,	  and	  it	  inclines	  towards	  the	  spleen,	  and	  next	  to	  it	  are	  the	  lungs	  similar	  to	  a	  fan.	  As	  to	  the	  thin	  head	  [of	  the	  heart],	  which	  resembles	  a	  flame	  of	  fire,	   it	   is	  not	  placed	  vertically,	   lest	   it	   send	  out	   the	  power	  of	   its	  heat	  and	   thus	  overheat	   the	  brain	  and	  harm	   its	   health,	  because	   the	  mixture	   of	   the	   brain	   by	  nature	  inclines	  to	  cold;	  but	  the	  upper	  and	  thin	  head	  of	  the	  heart	  inclines	  it	  to	  the	  left,	  towards	  the	  spleen,	  so	  that	  the	  heat	  of	  the	  heart	  may	  mix	  with	  the	  cold	  of	  the	  spleen,	  the	  loins	  and	  the	  black	  bile.	  The	  mind	  and	  the	  discernment	  which	  are	  in	  the	  heart,	  and	  the	  reason	  and	  understanding	  which	  are	  in	  the	  brain,	  are	  in	  disorder	  when	  the	  animal	  spirit	  which	  is	  in	  the	  heart	  thickens	  in	  consequence	  of	  indigestion	  or	  from	  any	  other	  bad	  chymification.	  If	  a	  swelling	  takes	  place	  around	  the	  heart,	  or	  if	  a	  bad	  mixture	  [occurs],	  or	  if	  a	  deformation	  reaches	  [another]	  side	  of	  the	  heart,	  or	  [if	  anything	  occurs]	  in	  the	  essence	  of	  the	  dense	  flesh,	  a	  man	  suffers	  and	  dies.	  But	  if	  the	  wound	  reaches	  the	  right	  ventricle,	  he	  dies	  from	  the	  flow	  of	  blood.	  If	  [it	  reaches]	  the	  left	  ventricle,	  a	  man	  dies	  immediately	  from	  feebleness.	  There	  is	  no	  principal	  organ	  in	  the	  body,	  which,	  while	  being	  affected	  by	  an	  injury,	  dies	  immediately	  except	  the	  heart.	  This	   is	   the	   heart,	   and	   these	   are	   its	   operations	   and	   the	   wonderful	  beauties	  found	  in	  it.	  When	  the	  tablets	  of	  heart	  are	  made	  to	  work	  on	  the	  right,	  through	  the	  toils	  connected	  with	  the	  fulfillment	  of	  the	  commandments,	  or	  with	  the	  victory	  over	   the	  passions	  and	  with	   the	  knowledge	  of	   the	  divine	   things,	   it	  radiates	  light,	  peace	  and	  life.	  But	  when	  they	  are	  made	  to	  work	  on	  the	  left,	  [the	  heart]	   radiates	   tumult,	   perturbation,	   darkness	   and	   the	   error	   of	   ignorance,	  through	  its	  care	  for	  the	  desires	  of	  this	  world.	  It	   is	  through	  the	  latter	  that	  the	  heart	  is	  injured	  and	  darkened,	  and	  through	  the	  former	  the	  mind,	  the	  memory	  and	  the	  understanding	  are	  purified	  and	  illuminated.	  The	  heart	  itself	  is	  the	  sense	  of	  senses,	  and	  it	  has	  eleven	  links,	  which	  are	  called	  living	  and	  divine.	  According	  to	  the	  word	  of	  our	  Lord	  it	  is	  from	  them	  that	  good	  and	  evil	  things	  come	  out	  by	  our	  will	  (cf.	  Mt	  15:19).	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When	  sleep	  begins	  to	  come,	  the	  lungs	  spread	  little	  by	  little	  towards	  the	  heart,	  and	  cover	  those	  eleven	  links,	  one	  after	  another.	  First	  of	  all,	  drowsiness	  takes	  place,	  and	  then,	  when	  the	  entire	  heart	  has	  been	  covered	  by	  the	  lungs,	  the	  senses	  cease	  from	  the	  activity	  of	  their	  service,	  and	  rest.	  As	  the	  darkness	  of	  the	  night	  comes	  upon	  the	  light	  of	  the	  day,	  thus	  think	  of	  you	  the	  darkness	  of	  the	  error	  of	  ignorance	  which,	  through	  negligence,	  holds	  sway	  over	  the	  light	  of	  knowledge	  found	  in	  the	  nature	  of	  our	  creation.	  	  Those	  chapters	  are	  vital	  for	  an	  investigation	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  medical	  knowledge.	  We	  can	  observe	  that	  the	  author	  is	  well	  acquainted	  with	  such	  domains	  of	  medicine	  as	  psychology	  (M	  19,	  35),	  anatomy	  (M	  33,	  38,	  39)	  and	  physiology	  (M	  10,	  11,	  34,	  36,	  37,	  39).	  He	  touches	  upon	  various	  issues	  related	  to	  those	  fields	  and	  makes	  use	   of	  medical	   terminology.	  However,	   as	   evidenced	   by	   these	   texts,	   the	  most	  remarkable	  trait	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  approach	  is	  that	  the	  author	  is	  not	  interested	  in	  the	  development	  of	  medical	   issues	  per	   se.	  Rather	  what	   is	   important	   for	  him	   is	   to	  highlight	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  physical	  and	  spiritual	  spheres	  of	  life	  of	  the	  human	  being.	  M	  39	  is	  illustrative	  of	  this	  aspect.	  While	  giving	  a	  detailed	  and	  technical	  description	  of	  the	  heart’s	  structure	  and	  function,	  Šemʿōn	  does	  not	  fail	  to	  consider	  two	  types	  of	  moral	  behavior,	  building	  upon	  the	  metaphor	  of	  writing	  upon	  the	  tables	  of	  heart.	  It	  is	  not	  my	  aim	  to	  discuss	  Šemʿōn’s	  medical	  (or	  ascetic)	  ideas	  here,	  but	  it	   is	   worth	   pointing	   out	   that	   the	   provided	   texts	   have	   so	   far	   served	   as	  main	  evidence	  about	  their	  author’s	  acquaintance	  with	  medicine.	  Regrettably,	  modern	  scholarship	  has	  been	  almost	  exclusively	  dealing	  with	  the	  content	  of	  the	  text	  as	  published	  by	  Mingana.	  Thus,	  students	  of	  Syriac	  spirituality	  were	  interested	  in	  the	   ‘ascetic’	  component	  of	  the	  text,	  whereas	  (though	  to	  a	   lesser	  extent)	  those	  studying	   the	   history	   of	   medicine	   limited	   themselves	   to	   the	   ‘medical’	  counterpart.	   Unfortunately,	   scholars	   have	   neglected	   to	   study	   the	   relation	  between	  the	  text	  published	  by	  Mingana	  and	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine,	  as	  recorded	  by	   later	  medieval	  authors,	  and	  have	  merely	  considered	   it	  as	  his	  book	  on	   the	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monastic	   way	   of	   life	   (recorded	   by	   ʿAbdīšōʿ)15	   or	   yet	   another	   (nor	   listed	   by	  ʿAbdīšōʿ)	  work	  of	  Šemʿōn16.	  I	  will	  return	  to	  the	  discussion	  of	  the	  problem	  of	  the	  provenance	  and	  identification	  of	  that	  text	  after	  presenting	  all	  available	  evidence	  for	  Šemʿōn	  ’s	  medical	  treatise17.	  	  
3.	  (Another	  ?)	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  and	  its	  author	  	  The	  chapters	  from	  M	  presented	  above	  can	  be	  found	  among	  other	  chapters	  of	  a	  more	  ascetic	  character.	  Since	  text’s	  publication	  in	  1934,	  scholars	  have	  not	  paid	  much	  attention	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  chapters	  present	  a	  selection	  from	  a	  larger	  work	  and	  apparently	  assumed,	  relying	  on	  Mingana’s	  edition,	  that	  the	  text	  was	  published	  in	  its	  complete	  form.	  Moreover,	  there	  have	  been	  made	  no	  attempts	  to	  find	  further	  evidence	  of	  that	  text.	  There	  is,	  however,	  a	  chance	  to	  supplement	  the	  available	  textual	  data.	  Philippe	  Gignoux	  discovered	   that	   chapter	  M	   33	  can	   be	   found	   in	   two	  other	  treatises,	  both	  of	  which,	  according	  to	  Gignoux,	  belong	  to	  Aḥūdemmēh,	  an	  East	  Syriac	  author	  of	  the	  6th	  century.	  Since	  Aḥūdemmēh	  is	  generally	  believed	  to	  have	  lived	  one	  century	  earlier	  than	  Šemʿōn,	  Gignoux	  explains	  this	  occurrence	  as	  an	  example	  of	  Šemʿōn	  borrowing	  from	  Aḥūdemmēh18.	  Though	  a	  dependence	  of	  Šemʿōn	  on	  Aḥūdemmēh	  appears	  to	  be	  very	  likely,	  the	  points	  of	  contact	  between	  Šemʿōn’s	   text	   (M)	   and	   the	   treatises	   by	   Aḥūdemmēh	   nevertheless	   require	   a	  special	  treatment,	  since	  the	  relationship	  is	  not	  as	  simple	  as	  it	  seems.	  	  First,	   let	   us	   put	   the	   relevant	   passages	   together.	   Besides	   the	   passage	  recognized	   by	   Gignoux,	   we	   found	   two	   more	   (M	   34–35),	   which	   have	   also	   a	  counterpart	  in	  A	  III.	  	  
                                                                                                                15	  Vosté	  1929,	  p.	  198.	  16	  E.g.	  Mingana	  1934,	  p.	  1,	  Bettiolo	  2000,	  p.	  487.	  17	  See	  sections	  3e	  and	  5a	  of	  the	  present	  Chapter.	  18	  Gignoux	  1998,	  pp.	  233-­‐‑234.	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Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  
M	  33–35	   Aḥūdemmēh,	  A	  III	  Chabot	   1943,	   p.	   61,	   line	   2	   from	   the	  bottom	  –	  62,	  line	  11	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On	  the	  Cohesion	  of	  Powers	  Sensation	  is	  in	  the	  brain,	  discernment	  is	  in	   the	   heart,	   desire	   is	   in	   the	   stomach,	  longing	  is	  in	  the	  kidneys,	  and	  wrath	  is	  in	  the	  liver. 
On	  the	  Cohesion	  of	  Powers	  Sensation	  is	  in	  the	  brain,	  discernment	  is	  in	   the	   heart,	   desire	   is	   in	   the	   stomach,	  longing	  is	  in	  the	  kidneys,	  and	  wrath	  is	  in	  the	  liver. 
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On	  the	  Natural	  Faculties	  The	   natural	   faculties	   are	   seven,	   four	   of	  which	   serve	   and	   three	   of	   which	   are	  served.	   Those	   which	   serve	   are:	   the	  attractive,	   which	   is	   cold;	   the	   retentive,	  which	  is	  dry;	  the	  dissolving,	  which	  is	  hot;	  and	  the	  secretory,	  which	  is	  damp.	  Each	  of	  those	   faculties	   can	   be	   possessed	   singly.	  As	   to	   the	   faculties	   that	   are	   served,	   they	  are	   the	   reproductive,	   the	   incremental,	  and	  the	  nutritive. 
On	  the	  Natural	  Faculties	  The	   natural	   faculties	   are	   seven,	   four	   of	  which	   serve	   and	   three	   of	   which	   are	  served.	   Those	   which	   serve	   are:	   the	  attractive,	   which	   is	   cold;	   the	   retentive,	  which	  is	  dry;	  the	  dissolving,	  which	  is	  hot;	  and	  the	  secretory,	  which	  is	  damp.	  Each	  of	  those	   faculties	   can	   be	   possessed	   singly.	  As	   to	   the	   faculties	   that	   are	   served,	   they	  are	   the	   reproductive,	   the	   incremental,	  and	  the	  nutritive. 
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On	  the	  Psychical	  Operations	  The	  psychical	   and	  governing	  operations	  are:	   the	   imagery,	   the	  memory,	   and	   the	  understanding.	   The	   imagery	   is	   in	   the	  fore-­‐‑part	   of	   the	   brain,	   and	   that	   of	  understanding	   in	   the	  middle,	  while	   that	  of	  memory	  is	  in	  the	  back	  […] 
On	  the	  Psychical	  Operations	  The	  psychical	   and	  governing	  operations	  are:	  the	  imagery,	  the	  memory,	  the	  faculty	  of	  speech,	  intelligence,	  perception,	  mind,	  reason,	   knowledge,	   discernment,	  understanding,	  fantasy,	  thought.	   	    	  The	  most	  remarkable	  aspect	  of	  those	  three	  passages	  is	  that	  they	  are	  all	  almost	  absolutely	  identical	  and	  appear	  in	  the	  texts	  of	  Šemʿōn	  and	  A	  III	  in	  precisely	  the	  same	  order	  and	  even	  with	  the	  same	  titles.	  The	  only	  difference	  can	  be	  found	  in	  the	  third	  passage,	  the	  beginning	  of	  which	  is	  similar	  in	  both	  texts	  whereas	  the	  rest	  is	  not.	  The	  corresponding	  traits	  and	  sequence	  of	  the	  three	  text	  pieces	  in	  both	  Šemʿōn’s	  work	  and	  in	  Aḥūdemmēh’s	  treatise	  pose	  the	  question	  concerning	  the	  relationship	  between	  these	  two	  texts	  and	  require	  us	  to	  revise	  the	  explanation	  proposed	   by	  Gignoux.	   Before	   tackling	   this	   issue,	  a	   better	   look	   at	   the	   literary	  heritage	   of	   Aḥūdemmēh	   is	   necessary,	   for	   a	   recourse	   to	   available	   studies	  demonstrates	   that	  no	  consensus	  exists	  among	  scholars	  regarding	  neither	   the	  authenticity	  of	  the	  works	  attributed	  to	  Aḥūdemmēh,	  nor	  his	  personality.	  	  
a.	  Aḥūdemmēh	  and	  his	  œuvre	  	  Prior	  to	  the	  20th	  century	  Aḥūdemmēh’s	  biography	  was	  known	  solely	  from	  the	  
Ecclesiastical	   Chronicle	  of	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō19,	  who	  narrates	   that	  Aḥūdemmēh	  was	  
                                                                                                                19	  Abbeloos	  /	  Lamy	  1877,	  cols.	  99–101.	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ordained	  bishop	  of	  Bēt	  ʿArbāyē	  and	  in	  559	  was	  promoted	  by	  Jacob	  Baradaeus	  to	  the	  see	  of	  Tagrit,	  becoming	  thus	  the	  first	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  Metropolitan	  in	  the	  Persian	  territories.	  He	  was	  a	  successful	  missionary	  among	  the	  Arab	  tribes	  and	  ordained	  many	  priests	  and	  monks.	   In	  addition,	  he	  built	   two	  monasteries	  and	  professed	  Christianity	  among	  the	  Persian	  magicians.	  Eventually	  he	  managed	  to	  convert	  a	  young	  man	   from	  the	  royal	   family	  of	  Persia	  and	  on	  account	  of	   this,	  Aḥūdemmēh	  was	  sentenced	  to	  death	  by	  shah	  Khosrau	  I	  and	  died	  in	  575.	  In	  addition	  to	  that	  historical	  account	  ʿAbdīšōʿ	  of	  Nisibis	  provides	  a	  list	  of	  the	  works	  of	  Aḥūdemmēh	  in	  his	  Catalogus	  librorum20: 
 Aḥūdemmēh	  wrote	  one	  book	  against	  the	  philosophers;	  [another]	  book	  against	  the	  magi;	  [also]	  definitions	  of	  different	  kind;	  a	  book	  of	  logics;	  mēmrē	   on	   the	   composition	   of	   qnōmē	  (persons?);	  and	   [he	   wrote	   also	   on	   the	   subject]	  whether	  the	  will	  has	  power	  over	  nature	  in	  two	  mēmrē;	  one	  book	  on	  the	  soul;	  and	  [one	  book]	  on	  man	  –	  microcosm.	  He	  has	  also	  [book]	  of	  teaching	  [written]	  in	  elegant	  and	  lucid	  style.	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  The	   editor	   of	   ʿAbdīšōʿ’s	   catalogue,	   Joseph	   Assemani,	  while	   trying	   to	   provide	  references	   to	   the	   record,	   could	   make	   comments	   only	   of	   historical	   and	  philological	  character	  based	  on	  secondary	  sources.	  The	  lack	  of	  texts	  attributed	  
                                                                                                                20	  Assemani	  1725,	  pp.	  192–194.	  I	  follow	  Assemani’s	  edition.	  Other	  available	  editions	  of	  the	  Catalogue	  differ	  from	  Assemani’s	  text	  only	  in	  the	  orthography	  of	  the	  author’s	  name:	  Ecchelensi	  reads	    ܐ=#ܗܝ 
ܕܐ%I 	  (Ecchelensis	  	  1653,	  p.	  90),	  whereas	  Bēt	  Qelāytā	   ܐ=#̇ܗܕܐ%I 	  (Bēt	  Qelāytā	  1924,	  p.	  77).	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to	   Aḥūdemmēh	   did	   not	   prevent	   Assemani	   from	   identifying	   Aḥūdemmēh	   as	  author	  of	  the	  treatises	  listed	  by	  ʿAbdīšōʿ	  with	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  Metropolitan	  whose	   life	  was	   described	   by	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō.	   Such	   an	   identification	   aroused	   no	  doubt	  for	  Assemani,	  even	  though	  the	  works	  of	  Aḥūdemmēh	  were	  registered	  in	  ʿAbdīšōʿ’s	  Catalogus	   librorum,	  which	   is	  devoted	  predominantly	   to	  East	  Syriac	  authors,	  and	   thus	  he	  simply	  stated	   in	   the	   footnote:	   ‘Achudemes	  sub	  Chosroё	  Anuscervano	   Persarum	   Rege	   Episcopus	   Syrorum	   Orientalium	   fuit,	   qui	   à	  Nestorianis	  separati	  haeresim	  Monophysitarum	  tenebant	  […]’21.	  	  It	  was	  only	  by	  the	  end	  of	  the	  19th	  century	  that	  one	  could	  for	  the	  first	  time	   ever	   to	   get	   acquainted	  with	   an	   original	   text	   attributed	   to	  Aḥūdemmēh.	  Namely,	   codex	   British	   Library	   Add.	   1462022	   contains	   a	   Mēmrā	   on	   the	  
Composition	   of	   Man,	   which	   is	   explicitly	   attributed	   to	   Aḥūdemmēh.	   William	  Wright,	  who	  described	  the	  manuscript,	  considered	  the	  text	  to	  be	  identical	  with	  the	  ‘mēmrā	  on	  the	  composition	  of	  the	  qnōmē’	  in	  ʿAbdīšōʿ’s	  Catalogus	  librorum23,	  and	  believed	  that	  its	  author	  was	  of	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  origin.	  The	  text	  was	  edited	  later	  in	  1905	  by	  François	  Nau24	  (A	  I),	  who	  also	  considered	  the	  treatise	  to	  be	  of	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  provenance.	  The	  scholarly	  agreement	  about	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  provenance	  of	  the	  treatise	   and,	   consequently	   of	   its	   author,	  was	   reaffirmed	   by	   an	   extant	   Syrian	  Orthodox	  life	  of	  Aḥūdemmēh25	  edited	  also	  by	  Nau26.	  This	  text	  corresponds	  to	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō’s	   account	   describing	   the	   deeds	   of	   the	   first	   Syrian	   Orthodox	  Metropolitan	  of	  Tagrit27.	  Nau	  was	  the	  first	  to	  compose	  a	  dossier	  on	  Aḥūdemmēh	  drawing	  upon	  available	  evidence	  from	  historical	  sources28.	  While	  treating	  the	  extant	  data,	  Nau	  came	  across	  a	  fact	  about	  the	  activity	  of	  a	  certain	  Aḥūdemmēh	  
                                                                                                                21	   Assemani	   1725,	   p.	   191	   n.	   3.	   Catalogus	   librorum	   of	   ʿAbdīšōʿ	   of	   Nisbis	   lists	   also	   other	   Syrian	  Orthodox	  authors	  (e.g.	  Sergius	  of	  Rešʿaina).	  	  22	  Wright	  1871,	  pp.	  800–803.	  23	  Wright	  1871,	  pp.	  802–803,	  Wright	  1894,	  p.	  98.	  24	  Nau	  1905,	  pp.	  101–115.	  There	  is	  also	  an	  Italian	  translation	  of	  the	  treatise:	  Furlani	  1926,	  pp.	  808–815.	  25	  Preserved	  in	  BL	  Add.	  14645.	  26	  Nau	  1905,	  pp.	  15–51.	  27	  See	  on	  him	  in	  Fiey	  1970,	  pp.	  130–131.	  28	  Nau	  1905,	  pp.	  7–13.	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who	  belonged	  to	  the	  Church	  of	  the	  East,	  and	  signed	  the	  acts	  of	  the	  council	  held	  by	  Catholicos	  Joseph	  in	  55429.	  In	  an	  attempt	  to	  reconcile	  the	  data,	  he	  proposed	  that	  Aḥūdemmēh	  indeed	  belonged	  to	  the	  Church	  of	  East	  (and	  maybe	  was	  even	  a	  bishop),	  but	  later	  converted	  to	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  Church30.	  Thus,	  when	  Nau	  edited	  Aḥūdemmēh’s	  treatise	  On	  the	  Composition	  of	  Man	  (A	  I)	  as	  an	  appendix	  to	  the	   latter’s	   life,	   he	   was	   convinced	   that	   the	   treatise	   was	   of	   Syrian	   Orthodox	  provenance	  and	  have	  been	  written	  by	  Aḥūdemmēh	  who,	  being	  a	  member	  of	  the	  Church	   of	   the	   East,	   eventually	   adopted	   Miaphysitism	   and	   joined	   the	   Syrian	  Orthodox	  Church31.	  	  It	  is	  worth	  noting	  that	  while	  introducing	  the	  treatise,	  Nau	  fails	  to	  find	  a	  satisfactory	  explanation	  for	  the	  theological	  position	  of	  the	  author	  of	  A	  I.	  As	  Nau	  himself	  states,	  the	  author	  ‘insiste	  beaucoup	  sur	  la	  division	  de	  l’homme	  en	  deux	  parties	  et	  n’emploie	  pas	  la	  locution	  ‘une	  nature’’32.	  In	  other	  words,	  certain	  traits	  in	   the	   theological	   vocabulary	   used	   in	  A	   I	   suggest	   an	  East	   Syriac	   provenance	  rather	   than	  a	  Syrian	  Orthodox	   one.	  This	  point	   challenges	   the	  view	  about	   the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  provenance	  of	  the	  text.	  The	  identification	  made	  by	  Nau	  was	  approved	  later	  by	  Connolly33,	  but	  opposed	  to	  by	  Brooks	  in	  their	  respective	  reviews	  of	  Nau’s	  publication34.	  Addai	  Scher	  was	  the	  only	  one	  who	  explicitly	  contested	  the	  identification	  made	  by	  Nau	  and	  demonstrated	  that	  we	  have	  no	  solid	  evidence	  to	  attribute	  the	  works	  listed	  by	   ʿAbdīšōʿ	   to	   the	   Syrian	   Orthodox	   Metropolitan35.	   One	   of	   the	   premises	   of	  Scher’s	   approach	   was	   that	   the	   works	   listed	   by	   ʿAbdīšōʿ	   were	   written	  
                                                                                                                29	  Chabot	  1902,	  pp.	  109.	  30	  Nau	  1905,	  p.	  12.	  31	  Nau	  1905,	  p.	  98:	  ‘nous	  sommes	  donc	  encore	  conduits	  par	  là	  à	  considérer	  Aḥoudemmeh	  comme	  un	  disident	  Nestorien	  rattaché	  par	  hasard	  au	  monophysitisme’.	  32	  Nau	  1905,	  pp.	  97–98.	  The	  identification	  of	  two	  Aḥūdemmēhs	  was	  reiterated	  by	  Nau	  also	  later	  in	  Nau	  1912.	  33	  Connolly	  1912.	  	  34	  Brooks	  1906.	  Brooks	  found	  Nau’s	  explanation	  unsatisfactory	  and	  argued	  that	  the	  treatise	  On	  the	  
Composition	   of	   Man	   preserved	   in	   an	   East	   Syriac	   manuscript	   (sic!)	   ‘must	   have	   been	   Nestorian’.	  Furthermore,	  arguing	  in	  favour	  of	  East	  Syriac	  provenance	  of	  the	  work	  attributed	  to	  Aḥūdemmēh,	  Brooks	  says	  that	  there	  is	  no	  external	  evidence	  concerning	  the	  literary	  activity	  of	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  metropolitan.	  35	  Scher	  1906,	  pp.	  11–12.	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undoubtedly	  by	  an	  East	  Syriac	  author.	  Concluding	  his	  quest,	  Scher	  tentatively	  proposed	  to	  consider	  that	  the	  author	  of	  A	  I	  was	  an	  East	  Syrian	  bishop	  of	  Nineveh	  who	  attended	  the	  Synod	  of	  Catholicos	  Joseph	  in	  55436.	  Despite	   the	   sound	   argumentation	   provided	   by	   Scher,	   it	   is	   the	  identification	  of	  Aḥūdemmēh	  as	  the	  first	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  Metropolitan	  of	  Tagrit	  that	  was	  followed	  by	  many	  scholars	  and	  became	  generally	  accepted37.	  The	  issue	  of	  the	  identification	  of	  the	  author	  of	  A	  I	  was	  eventually	  studied	  by	  Jean	  Maurice	  Fiey	  who	  revised	  Nau’s	  conjecture	  on	  the	  conversion	  of	  an	  East	  Syriac	   bishop	   Aḥūdemmēh	   to	   Miaphysitism38.	   Fiey	   unequivocally	   drew	   a	  distinction	   between	   the	   two	   Aḥūdemmēhs:	   one	   was	   a	   Syrian	   Orthodox	  Metropolitan	  of	  Tagrit	  and	  the	  other,	  an	  East	  Syriac	  bishop	  of	  Nineveh.	  Whereas	  that	  distinction	  is	  certain,	  it	  is	  much	  more	  difficult	  to	  ascertain	  who	  wrote	  the	  treatise	  On	  the	  Composition	  of	  Man	  edited	  by	  Nau	  (A	  I).	  The	  accurate	  treatment	  of	  the	  external	  and	  the	  internal	  evidence	  made	  Fiey	  conclude	  that	  the	  treatise	  is	  of	  East	  Syriac	  provenance.	  However,	  he	  considers	  it	  too	  rash	  to	  attribute	  the	  text	  to	  Aḥūdemmēh	  –	  the	  bishop	  of	  Nineveh,	  who	  attended	  the	  synod	  of	  Catholicos	  Joseph	  I	  in	  554,	  because	  based	  on	  the	  available	  evidence	  one	  can	  distinguish	  four	  different	   personalities	   of	   the	   same	   name.	   First,	   the	   East	   Syrian	   bishop	   of	  Nineveh,	   who	   attended	   the	   Synod	   in	   554;	   second	   –	   the	   Syrian	   Orthodox	  Metropolitan	  of	  Tagrit;	  the	  third	  one	  is	  the	  author	  of	  the	  works	  listed	  by	   Abdīšōʿ,	  whereas	  the	  fourth	  one	  is	  the	  author	  of	  the	  Grammar	  who	  is	  mentioned	  by	  John	  bar	  Zoʿbi.	  Though	  Fiey	  does	  not	  offer	  a	  positive	  solution	  for	  the	  identity	  of	  the	  author	  of	  the	  text	  published	  by	  Nau,	  he	  is	  nevertheless	  absolutely	  certain	  that	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  Maphrian	  is	  the	  least	  likely	  candidate.	  The	  conclusions	  of	  Fiey	  were	  taken	  over	  by	  some	  scholars	  who	  followed	  Fiey’s	  cautious	  treatment	  of	  the	  issue39.	  
                                                                                                                36	  Chabot	  1902,	  pp.	  109	  [ed.],	  366	  [tr.].	  37	   Duval	   1907,	   pp.	   250–251,	   Furlani	   1926,	   p.	   807,	   Vööbus	   1988,	   pp.	   246–254,	   see	   however	  Hugonnard-­‐‑Roche	  2014,	  p.	  30	  n.	  61.	  38	  Fiey	  1968,	  Fiey	  1970,	  p.	  130	  n.	  104.	  39	  E.g.	  Hainthaler	  2007,	  pp.	  106–109.	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While	   investigating	   the	   issue	   of	   the	   identity	   of	   A	   I’s	   author,	   Fiey	  apparently	  overlooked	  an	  article	  of	  Chabot	  that	  contains	  the	  edition	  of	  a	  treatise	  attributed	  to	  the	  author	  that	  Fiey	  was	  dealing	  with40.	  The	  study	  of	  Chabot	  deals	  with	  the	  manuscript	  that	  was	  copied	  for	  him	  by	  the	  prolific	  Chaldean	  scribe	  Elias	  Hōmō	  in	  1904.	  This	  manuscript	  was	  eventually	  incorporated	  into	  the	  so-­‐‑called	  CSCO	  collection	  of	  Syriac	  manuscripts,	   later	  described	  by	  André	  de	  Halleux41.	  Since	   Chabot	   does	   not	   give	   a	   precise	   description	   of	   the	   contents,	   it	   is	  worth	  listing	   the	   texts	   its	   contains	   while	   following	   de	   Halleux’s	   description.	   The	  manuscript	  is	  a	  collection	  of	  medical	  texts	  consisting	  of:	  1)	  a	  fragment	  from	  the	  
Book	  of	  Medicines	  published	  by	  Budge42,	  2)	  a	  mēmrā	  by	  Aḥūdemmēh-­‐‑Antipatros	  
On	  the	  Composition	  of	  Man,	  3)	  a	  fragment	  from	  a	  certain	  (but	  different	  from	  no.	  1)	  Book	  of	  Medicine,	  4)	  a	  poem,	  5)	  a	  treatise	  on	  medicine	  by	  Ḥunain	  b.	  Isḥāq,	  6)	  a	  supplement	  to	  it	  by	  Ḥobaiš,	  7)	  a	  treatise	  of	  Ḥobaiš	  on	  the	  times	  of	  diseases,	  and	  8)	  a	  treatise	  on	  what	  is	  hidden	  from	  creatures	  on	  the	  earth.	  Chabot’s	  publication	  contains	  the	  edition	  and	  the	  Latin	  translation	  of	  texts	  2	  (A	  II)	  and	  3	  (A	  III)	  from	  the	  description.	  Having	  in	  mind	  that	  text	  no.	  2	  has	  the	  same	  title	  as	  the	  text	  edited	  by	  Nau	  (On	  the	  Composition	  of	  Man),	  whereas	  their	  contents	  are	  clearly	  different,	  Chabot	  undertook	  a	  comparison	  of	  the	  new	  material	  with	  the	  text	  edited	  by	  Nau43.	  Here	  is	  Chabot’s	  conclusion	  regarding	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  two	  new	  texts	  with	  the	  treatise	  published	  by	  Nau.	  The	  text	  On	  the	  Composition	  of	  Man	  edited	  by	  Nau	  (A	  I)	  is	  an	  authentic	  composition	  written	  by	  Aḥūdemmēh,	  the	  first	  Syrian	   Orthodox	   Metropolitan	   who	   died	   in	   575.	   Text	   no.	   2	   from	   the	   new	  manuscript	  (A	   II),	  which	  has	  the	  same	  title	  as	  the	  text	  published	  by	  Nau,	   is	  a	  Syriac	   translation	   of	  a	   treatise	   of	  a	  Greek	  physician	   called	  Antipatros	  who	   is	  known	  to	  be	  a	  contemporary	  of	  Galen	  (ca.	  2nd	  c.	  CE)44.	  The	  attribution	  of	  A	  II	  to	  
                                                                                                                40	  Chabot	  1943.	  41	  De	  Halleux	  1987,	  p.	   45.	  The	  description	   is	   regrettably	   not	  elaborate	   and	  since	   the	  manuscript	  seems	  to	  be	  lost	  there	  is	  no	  possiblity	  to	  study	  it	  properly.	  42	  Budge	  1913.	  43	  Chabot	  1943,	  pp.	  73–75.	  44	  See	  Irby-­‐‑Massie	  2008.	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the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  Aḥūdemmēh	  was	  first	  introduced	  by	  a	  Syriac	  scribe	  who	  was	   aware	   of	   the	  authentic	  work	   of	   the	   Syrian	  Orthodox	  Metropolitan	   (A	   I).	  Chabot’s	   argument	   in	   favour	   of	   the	   attribution	   of	   A	   II	   to	   an	   ancient	   pagan	  physician	  is	  based	  on	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  piece	  lacks	  any	  allusions	  to	  Christianity,	  and	   it	   contains	   a	   significant	   number	   of	   Greek	   technical	   terms.	   His	   opinion	  concerning	   text	   no.	   3	   (A	   III)	   deserves	   to	   be	   quoted	   in	   full:	   ‘Ce	   qui	   suit	   est	  vraisemblement	   tiré	   des	   œuvres	   d’Aḥoudemmeh.	   On	   y	   trouve	   les	   mêmes	  expressions	  que	  dans	  le	  traité	  authentique;	  mais	  il	  semble	  que	  la	  rédaction	  ait	  été	   faite	   et	   que	   les	   fragments	   aient	   été	   choisis	   au	   gré	   du	   scribe,	   selon	   une	  fâcheuse	  habitude	  des	  copistes	  orientaux’45.	  Thus,	  A	  III	  due	  to	  some	  apparent	  similarities	  with	  A	  I	  was	  believed	  by	  Chabot	  to	  come	  in	  a	  recast	  form	  from	  an	  authentic	  text	  written	  by	  the	  same	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  Metropolitan	  Aḥūdemmēh,	  who	  also	  wrote	  A	  I.	  	  The	  hypothesis	  proposed	  by	  Chabot	  was	  later	  reevaluated	  by	  Gignoux,	  who	  was,	  however,	  unaware	  of	  the	  study	  of	  Fiey.	  To	  Gignoux,	  contrary	  to	  his	  predecessors,	   the	   East	   Syriac	   provenance	   of	   all	   the	   texts	   (A	   I–III)	   is	  undisputable,	  and	  he	  does	  not	  even	  think	  of	  a	  possibility	  of	  another	  ecclesiastical	  figure	   being	   the	   author.	   The	   conclusion	   Gignoux	   arrived	   at	   concerning	   the	  authenticity	  of	  the	  three	  texts	  is	  that	  they	  were	  all	  written	  by	  one	  and	  the	  same	  East	  Syriac	  author,	  Aḥūdemmēh,	  who	  was	  a	  bishop	  of	  Nineveh	  and	  attended	  a	  synod	  of	  the	  Church	  of	  the	  East	  in	  55446.	  Here	  are	  his	  main	  arguments	  in	  favour	  of	  such	  an	  attribution.	  	  Reconsidering	   Chabot’s	   hypothesis,	   Gignoux	   argues	   that	   there	   is	   no	  need	   in	   the	   case	   of	   A	   II	   to	   postulate	   that	   a	   scribe	   introduced	   the	   name	   of	  Aḥūdemmēh	   as	   an	   addition	   to	   the	   genuine	   author’s	   name	   (Antipatros).	   He	  suggests	  that	  both	  names	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  equivalents	  of	  each	  other.	  Moreover,	  if	  the	  given	  text	  was	  indeed	  a	  translation,	  it	  would	  have	  been	  possible	  to	  detect	  some	  traces	  of	  the	  translated	  text	  not	  to	  say	  to	  find	  its	  Greek	  original.	  Gignoux	  
                                                                                                                45	  Chabot	  1943,	  p.	  75.	  46	  Gignoux	  1998.	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does	   not	   find	   any	   traces	   of	   that	   kind.	   In	   addition	   to	   the	   external	   arguments,	  Gignoux	  provides	  much	  more	  solid	  proof	  based	  on	  the	  internal	  evidence	  of	  the	  text.	  He	  argues	  in	  favour	  of	  the	  authenticity	  of	  both	  texts	  (A	  II	  and	  A	  III)	  due	  to	  the	   parallels	   with	   the	   works	   by	   an	   East	   Syriac	   author	   of	   the	   13th	   century	  Giwargis	  Wardā	  (a	  mēmrā	  Man	  as	  Microcosm)	  and	  by	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  (M	  33).	  Gignoux	  maintains	   that	   since	   both	   later	  writers	   borrow	   from	   Aḥūdemmēh’s	  other	   texts	   as	  well,	   it	   is	   very	   likely	   that	  A	   II	   and	  A	   III	  were	   also	  written	   by	  Aḥūdemmēh.	  To	  put	  it	  briefly,	  there	  are	  three	  texts	  penned	  by	  one	  and	  the	  same	  writer	  Aḥūdemmēh,	  who	  was	  an	  East	  Syriac	  bishop	  of	  Nineveh	  during	  the	  6th	  century	  and	  his	  works	  were	  later	  used	  by	  two	  East	  Syriac	  authors.	  A	  still	  different	  opinion	  about	   the	  authenticity	  of	   the	   three	   texts	  was	  recently	  expressed	  by	  Gerrit	  Reinink	   in	  his	   study	  on	   the	  mēmrā	  by	  Giwargis	  Wardā	  Man	  as	  Microcosm,	  which	  as	  also	  pointed	  out	  by	  Gignoux,	  contains	  many	  parallels	  to	  the	  texts	  by	  Aḥūdemmēh47.	   In	  his	  study,	  Reinink	  adopts	  a	  similar	  view	  on	  A	  I,	  according	  to	  which	  the	  treatise	  was	  written	  by	  an	  East	  Syriac	  bishop	  of	  Nineveh	  who	  attended	  the	  Synod	  of	  554,	  and	  then	  proceeds	  by	  comparing	  A	  I	  (considered	  by	  him	  to	  be	  authentic)	  to	  A	  II	  and	  A	  III48.	  In	  his	  discussion	  of	  A	  II,	  he	  seconds	  Chabot’s	  hypothesis	  that	  this	  text	  was	  translated	  from	  Greek49.	  As	  for	  as	  A	  III,	  Reinink	  suggests	  that	  it	  cannot	  be	  authentic50,	  because	  A	  I	  contains	  some	  brief	  remarks	  about	  the	  contents	  of	  the	  treatise	  by	  Aḥūdemmēh	  on	  the	  subject	  of	  man	  as	  microcosm,	  which	  is	  treated	  in	  A	  III	  as	  well.	  Having	  compared	  those	  remarks	  with	  A	  III,	  Reinink	  concludes:	  ‘none	  of	  these	  topics	  [=	  mentioned	  in	  A	  I	  –	  G.K.]	  occurs	  in	  the	  treatises	  published	  by	  Chabot	  [=	  A	  II	  and	  A	  III],	  and	  we	   may	   therefore	   safely	   assume	   that	   Aḥūdemmēh’s	   treatise	   On	   Man	   as	  
Microcosm	  is	  not	  to	  be	  found	  in	  N.D.Sem.66,3	  [=	  A	  II]	  or	  4	  [=	  A	  III]’51.	  	  
                                                                                                                47	  Reinink	  2007.	  Reinink	  reiterated	  briefly	  his	  position	  also	  in	  Reinink	  2010.	  48	  Reinink	  2007,	  pp.	  128–131.	  49	   Reinink	   provides	   the	   following	   arguments:	   a)	   a	   strange	   phenomenon	   of	   two	   names;	   b)	   the	  identical	  title	  with	  A	  I,	  from	  which	  it	  is	  different,	  and	  c)	  the	  heading	  of	  A	  II	  presents	  the	  text	  to	  be	  written	  in	  an	  epistolary	  genre.	  50	  And,	  as	  a	  consequence,	  to	  be	  identified	  with	  Aḥudemmeh’s	  treatise	  On	  Man	  as	  Microcosm,	  which	  is	  listed	  in	  ʿAbdīšōʿ’s	  Catalogue.	  51	  Reinink	  2007,	  p.	  130.	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Furthermore,	  the	  influence	  of	  Aḥūdemmēh	  on	  Giwargis	  Wardā	  (which	  was	  presented	  by	  Gignoux	  as	  an	  argument	  in	  favour	  of	  the	  authenticity	  of	  the	  texts	  attributed	  to	  Aḥūdemmēh)	  was	  also	  the	  subject	  of	  critique	  by	  Reinink.	  He	  succeeded	  to	  demonstrate	  convincingly	  that	  Giwargis	  Wardā	  was	  following	  not	  the	   text	   of	  Aḥūdemmēh,	   but	   a	   treatise	  Man	  as	  Microcosm52	  of	   an	  East	   Syriac	  author	  from	  the	  6th/7th	  century	  Michael	  Bādōqā’s,	  and	  that	  it	  is	  Michael’s	  work	  that	  constitutes	  one	  of	  the	  main	  sources	  for	  Wardā’s	  mēmrā.	  In	  turn,	  Michael	  was	  clearly	  aware	  of	  A	  I	  and	  drew	  upon	  it	  in	  his	  treatise53.	  What	  remains	  unclear	  is	  whether	  Michael	  Bādōqā	  was	  indeed	  dependent	  on	  Aḥūdemmēh’s	  authentic	  treatise	   on	   Man	   as	   Microcosm.	   Reinink	   sees	   no	   reasons	   to	   reject	   such	   a	  possibility54.	  	  We	  may	  conclude	  this	  overview	  of	  the	  scholarship	  on	  Aḥūdemmēh	  and	  his	  œuvre	  by	  stressing	  the	  unsatisfactory	  state	  of	  research	  of	  that	  author	  and	  his	  literary	   heritage.	   Firstly,	   there	   is	   no	   final	   agreement	   about	   the	   ecclesiastical	  affiliation	  of	  the	  author	  of	  the	  texts	  that	  are	  attributed	  to	  Aḥūdemmēh.	  The	  issue	  of	  their	  authenticity	  was	  not	  clarified.	  Thus,	  when	  the	  authenticity	  of	  A	  I	  raises	  no	  doubts	  (and	  is	  considered	  as	  such	  in	  the	  present	  study),	  the	  authorship	  of	  A	  II	  and	  A	   III	  appears	  to	  be	  less	  self-­‐‑evident	  and	  requires	  further	  investigation.	  The	  origin	  of	  A	  III	  will	  be	  discussed	  in	  the	  following	  section.	  The	  study	  of	  A	  II	  will	  profit	  from	  a	  more	  detailed	  analysis	  of	  its	  contents,	  including	  a	  comparison	  with	   other	   similar	   Syriac	   medical	   texts	   and	   paying	   special	   attention	   to	   the	  technical	  vocabulary	  used	  therein.	  Once	  these	  two	  issues	  are	  clarified,	  there	  will	  be	  more	  evidence	   to	  pronounce	  a	   sound	  statement	  concerning	  its	  origin	  and	  date.	  	  
                                                                                                                52	  Although	  the	  authenticity	  of	  the	  treatise	  is	  being	  disputed	  by	  scholars,	  Reinink	  cogently	  argues	  in	  favour	  of	  Michael’s	  authorship	  (Reinink	  2007,	  p.	  134).	  A	  full	  title	  of	  Michael’s	  work	  is	  mēmrā	  On	  
What	  Means	  [phrase]	  ‘Man	  Microcosm’.	  The	  text	  is	  neither	  edited	  nor	  translated.	  It	  survives	  in	  two	  manuscripts	  (BL	  Or.	  4071	  and	  BL	  India	  Office	  9).	  53	  Reinink	  2007,	  p.	  147.	  54	  Reinink	  2007,	  pp.	  133–134.	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b.	  Relationship	  between	  the	  works	  of	  Aḥūdemmēh	  and	  of	  Šemʿōn	  
d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  
	  Although	  it	  is	  not	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  present	  study	  to	  investigate	  the	  sources	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  works,	  for	  the	  sake	  of	  clarification	  of	  identification	  of	  text	  M	  it	  is	  worth	  undertaking	  a	  brief	  comparison	  with	  the	  works	  of	  Aḥūdemmēh.	  It	  goes	  without	  saying	   that	   the	   actual	   number	   of	   similarities	   is	   larger	   than	   these	   examples	  presented	   below.	   Nevertheless,	   those	   clearly	   demonstrate	   literal	  correspondences	  between	  the	  texts	  of	  Šemʿōn	  and	  Aḥūdemmēh.	  Let	  us	  put	  in	  tabular	  form	  the	  evidence	  regarding	  the	  interdependence	  between	  the	  treatises	  attributed	  to	  Aḥūdemmēh	  (A	  I–III)	  with	  M55.	  	   	   A	  I	   A	  II	   A	  III	  
M	  19	  	   ~	   	   	  
M	  33	   +	   	   +	  
M	  34	   	   	   +	  
M	  35	   	   	   +	  
M	  38	   ~	   	   	  	  The	   chart	   demonstrates	   that	   there	   are	   six	   occasions	   when	   it	   is	   possible	   to	  document	  a	  very	  close	  and	  direct	   relationship	  between	  M	   of	  Šemʿōn	  and	   the	  texts	   attributed	   to	   Aḥūdemmēh.	   First	   of	   all,	   there	   are	   three	   occasions	  when	  Šemʿōn	  follows	  A	  I.	  Two	  of	  them	  (M	  19	  and	  38)	  represent	  the	  case	  when	  Šemʿōn	  drew	  upon	  A	   I,	  while	  developing	  his	  own	   teaching	  on	   the	  basis	  of	  borrowed	  concepts,	  whereas	  M	  33	  is	  a	   literal	  rendering	  of	  a	  respective	  passage	  in	  A	  I56.	  And	  secondly,	  the	  same	  text,	  M	  33,	  is	  followed	  by	  another	  two	  texts	  (M	  34	  and	  35)	  in	  precisely	  the	  same	  order	  in	  which	  those	  texts	  appear	  in	  A	  III.	  
                                                                                                                55	  +	  signifies	  literal	  correspondence	  between	  two	  texts,	  ~	  signifies	  approximate	  agreement	  which	  is	  based,	  however,	  on	  a	  direct	  relationship	  between	  the	  two	  texts.	  In	  this	  table	  I	  include	  not	  only	  the	  parallels	  between	  M	  and	  A	  III	  presented	  earlier	  in	  this	  chapter,	  but	  also	  between	  M	  and	  A	  I,	  for	  as	  it	  will	  be	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  appendix	  on	  the	  sources,	  Šemʿōn	  certainly	  drew	  upon	  an	  authentic	  A	  I.	  56	  These	  three	  passages	  will	  be	  treated	  in	  more	  detail	  in	  the	  appendix	  on	  the	  sources.	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It	  is	  possible	  to	  consider	  the	  relationship	  between	  M	  19	  and	  38	  to	  the	  relevant	   passages	   in	   Aḥūdemmēh’s	   treatise	   as	   a	   case	   of	   development	   of	  Aḥūdemmēh’s	  ideas	  suited	  to	  the	  purpose	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  work,	  i.e.	  Šemʿōn	  made	  use	  of	  Aḥūdemmēh’s	  work.	  The	  relationship	  between	  a	  block	  M	  33–35	  and	  A	  I	  on	  the	  one	  hand,	  with	  only	  one	  passage	  identical	  to	  M	  33,	  and	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  
A	  III,	  where	  we	  have	  the	  same	  group	  of	  texts	  in	  the	  same	  order,	  demands	  special	  attention.	  	  The	  presence	  of	  an	  identical	  passage	  (M	  33)	  in,	  on	  one	  side,	  A	  I	  and	  A	  III	  and,	  on	  the	  other	  side,	  in	  M	  was	  regarded	  by	  Gignoux	  as	  a	  positive	  proof	  that	  A	  I	  and	  A	  III	  were	  written	  by	  one	  and	  the	  same	  author,	  namely	  Aḥūdemmēh.	  In	  turn,	   the	   presence	   of	   that	   passage	   in	   M	   was	   interpreted	   as	   evidence	   of	  borrowing	  on	  the	  side	  of	  Šemʿōn	  from	  Aḥūdemmēh’s	  work.	  	  Although	  such	  an	  explanation	  of	  the	  passages	  as	  a	  simple	  borrowing	  by	  Šemʿōn	  from	  Aḥūdemmēh	  is	  justified,	  the	  comparison	  of	  both	  texts	  allows	  us	  to	  account	  for	  that	  relationship	  quite	  differently.	  Thus,	  we	  see	  that	  in	  M	  there	  is	  a	  group	  of	  three	  chapters	  (M	  33–35)	  that	  appear	  in	  basically	  the	  same	  form	  as	  in	  
A	  III.	  Generally	  speaking,	  it	  is	  not	  self-­‐‑evident	  that	  M	  33–35	  must	  be	  a	  borrowing	  from	  A	  III.	  Is	  it	  a	  tempting	  influence	  of	  coincidental	  correlation	  (post	  hoc	  ergo	  
propter	  hoc)?	  One	  cannot	  exclude	  also	  another	  option,	  namely,	  that	  M	  33–35	  and	  
A	   III	   come	   from	   one	   and	   the	   same	   text.	   Hence,	  would	   it	   not	   be	   plausible	   to	  interpret	  the	  presence	  of	  identical	  passages	  in	  two	  seemingly	  independent	  texts	  as	  a	  link	  that	  hints	  at	  the	  common	  provenance	  of	  those	  texts?	  In	  my	  view,	  the	  available	  evidence	  strongly	  supports	  that	  option.	  There	  are	  several	  arguments	  of	  both	  internal	  and	  external	  character	  in	  favour	  of	  such	  an	  explanation.	  To	  begin	  with	  the	  external	  evidence,	  both	  texts	  M	  and	  A	   III	  have	  a	  similar	  composition:	  they	  consist	  of	  chapters	  each	  bearing	  a	  special	  title.	  	  The	  comparison	  of	  the	  contents	  of	  M	  and	  A	  III	  demonstrates	  that	  these	  two	  texts	  share	  considerable	  similarities	  pertaining	  to	  different	  aspects.	  Both	  texts	  contain	  the	  same	  repertoire	  of	  technical	  terms	  related	  to	  medicine	  as	  well	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as	   a	   kindred	   scope	   of	   ideas	   and	   approaches.	   The	   following	   examples	   will	  demonstrate	  only	  some	  points	  in	  common	  between	  both	  texts.	  In	  both	  texts	  we	  find	  a	  similar	  treatment	  of	  such	  issues	  as:	  	  a)   description	  of	  the	  position	  of	  the	  heart	  in	  the	  body:	  	  Šemʿōn	  
M	  39	   A	  III	  The	   heart	   itself	   is	   the	   sense	   of	   senses,	  and	  it	  has	  eleven	  links,	  which	  are	  called	  living	  and	  divine	  ( ܘ=AFTB =NJ̈9 ܐ*& @I. 
ܘJB*U @Iܘܢ ="̈9 ܘܐ@I*̈9 )57.	  
It	  is	  suspended	  in	  the	  lungs	  in	  the	  center	  of	   the	   breast	   and	   is	   bound	   by	   eleven	  bands.	   And	   those	   bands	   are	   named	   live	  and	  divine	  by	  the	  sages/masters	  ( ܘܐ:"B< 
![AFTB =NJ̈9. ܘܗ8#ܢ =NJ̈9 %&JB*U %U =`"̈19 
="̈9 ܘܐ@I*̈9 ).	  	  b)   upward	  movement	  in	  the	  direction	  to	  the	  brain	  and	  the	  heart:	  	   Šemʿōn	  
M	  3	   A	  III	  […]	   thoughts	   spring	   from	   our	   reins,	  where	   also	   passion	   has	   its	   source,	   and	  they	   rise	   like	   vapour	   ( ܘ:̇SY"U ]...[ !A%#ܬ 
FZB< )	  until	  they	  reach	  the	  heart	  which	  is	  the	  companion	  of	  the	  brain58.	  
And	   as	   from	   the	   earth	   ascend	   vapours	  ( :̇SY"U FZ]< )	   thickening	   the	   air	   and	  preventing	  the	  rays	  of	  the	  luminaries,	  so	  ascend	  the	  different	  thick	  vapours	  ( :̇SY"U 
0#=Seḧ FZ]< F5"̈9 )	  to	  the	  smoky	  or	  thin	  steam/heat	  and	  the	  luminaries	  and	  they	  operate	  in	  the	  air	  and	  in	  the	  luminaries	  of	  the	   brains,	   making	   them	   thick	   or	   thin	  according	  to	  their	  nature.	  	  
                                                                                                                57	  Mingana	  1934,	  p.	  318	  [ed.],	  66	  [tr.].	  58	  Mingana	  1934,	  p.	  286	  [ed.],	  18	  [tr.].	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c)   the	  brain	  as	  the	  source	  of	  the	  natural	  light:	  	   Šemʿōn	  
M	  10	   A	  III	  […]	  the	  organs	  which	  transmit	  light	  from	  the	  brain	  to	  the	  heart59	  ( ܕ%"5S"U 8#ܗܪ< %̣U 
%#=9 @S59 )	  
Brains	  are	  the	  source	  of	  the	  natural	  light	  of	   the	   soul,	   of	   every	   perception	   and	  movement	  and	  from	  it	  glitters	  the	  natural	  light	  upon	  heart	  ( ܘ%QI 8̇Zw 8#ܗܪ< D"Q"9 FG 
@59 )	  and	  motions	  of	  the	  soul.	  	   d)   transmission	  of	  the	  natural	  light	  between	  the	  brain	  and	  the	  heart	  through	  channels:	  	   Šemʿōn	  
M	  10	   A	  III	  10.	   The	   initiated	   man	   whose	   soul	   has	  been	  embittered	  by	  the	  darkness	  […]	  so	  that	   in	   addition	   to	   the	   opening	   of	   the	  channels	   that	   transmit	   light	   from	   the	  mind	   to	   the	   heart	   ( ܐO#̈O9 ܕ%"5S"U 
8#ܗܪ< %̣U ܗܘ89 @1AF9 ),	   the	   dust	   also	  which	   through	   the	   senses	   of	   the	   body	  settles	  on	  the	  wings	  of	  the	  brain	  may	  be	  wiped	   off,	   according	   to	   the	  word	   of	   the	  Fathers60.	  
And	  darkness	  closes	  in	  on	  brain	  and	  the	  natural	   spring	  of	   soul’s	   light	   is	   eclipsed	  and	  also	  both	  the	  streams	  which	  transfer	  the	  light	  from	  heart	  to	  brains	  ( ܐO#̈O9 
ܕ%"&*U 8#ܗܪ< %U @59 @1#=9 )	   and	   the	  motions	  of	  soul	  are	  eclipsed.	  	  
	  	  	  	  
                                                                                                                59	  Mingana	  1934,	  p.	  298	  [ed.],	  34	  [tr.].	  60	  Mingana	  1934,	  p.	  298	  [ed.],	  34	  [tr.].	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e)   effects	  of	  abnormality	  in	  digestion:	  	   Šemʿōn	  
M	  36	   A	  III	  The	   defect	   of	   lack	   of	   memory	   and	  understanding,	  and	  of	  the	  thickness	  of	  the	  brain	   and	   intelligence,	   springs	   from	   the	  animal	  spirit	  ( ܪܘ=9 8eHQ"&/ )	  that	  is	  formed	  in	   the	   ventricles	   of	   the	   heart,	   when	   it	  thickens	   ( DA F5"9 )	   and	   is	   not	   subtilized	  ( ܘ^ RH"B< )	  owing	  to	  indigestion	  […]61	  
As	   for	   the	   heart,	   when	   it	   receives	   […]	  curdled	   and	   not	   dissolved	   blood	   from	  the	  liver,	  the	  spirit	  of	  life	  thickens	  inside	  of	  heart	  and	  it	   transmits	   from	  heart	  to	  brain	   the	   thick	   spirits	   which	   are	   not	  dissolved	  ( Mܘ=9 F5"̈&/ ܕ^ RH"]ܢ ).	  
	   f)   reasons	  for	  mental	  deviations:	  	   Šemʿōn	  
M	  11	   A	  III	  And	  when	  the	  channels	  ( ܐO#̈O9 )	  of	  the	  stomach	   are	   filled	   up	   and	   the	   organs	  which	  lead	  the	  light	  from	  the	  brain	  to	  the	  heart	   ( ܕ%"5S"U 8#ܗܪ< %̣U %#=9 @S59 )	   are	  blocked,	   the	   heart	   will	   be	   overspread	  with	   darkness	   ( JZB F1ZQ9 @59 ),	   all	   the	  house	  will	  be	  filled	  with	  smoke,	  the	  limbs	  will	   suffer	   numbness,	   dejectedness	  ( J#429 )  will	   reign,	   the	   mind	   will	   be	  perturbed	   ( ܐܬܕܘܕ ܗܘ89 ),	   the	   soul	   will	  darken	  ( =H`& 8eH9 ),	  the	  discernment	  will	  become	   blind  ( ܐ:&%"& RBܘ0#ܬ/ ),	  knowledge	  will	   be	  hampered,	   judgment	  will	   be	   perplexed  ( ܐܬܕ@w ܪF"Q9 ),	   (evil)	  
As	   for	   the	   heart,	   when	   it	   receives	   […]	  curdled	  and	  not	  dissolved	  blood	  from	  the	  liver,	   the	   spirit	   of	   life	   thickens	   inside	  of	  heart	  and	  it	  transmits	  from	  heart	  to	  brain	  the	  thick	  spirits	  which	  are	  not	  dissolved.	  And	   darkness	   closes	   in	   on	   brain	   ( ܘJ̇ZB 
%#=9 FBRt )	   and	   the	   natural	   spring	   of	  soul’s	   light	   is	  eclipsed	  and	  also	  both	  the	  streams	   which	   transfer	   the	   light	   from	  heart	  to	  brains	  ( ܐO#̈O9 ܕ%"&*U 8#ܗܪ< %U 
@59 @1#=9 )	  and	  the	  motions	  of	  soul	  are	  eclipsed.	   It	   brings	   grief	   and	   sorrow,	  eclipse	  of	   the	   intelligence	   ( =H`9 ܕܪF"Q9 ),	  gloom	  of	  the	  mind	  ( F1#4#ܬ ܗܘ89 ),	  lose	  of	  
                                                                                                                61	  Mingana	  1934,	  p.	  317	  [ed.],	  64	  [tr.].	  
526130-L-bw-Geurts
Processed on: 7-11-2018 PDF page: 151
Chapter  III.  The  Book  of  Medicine  of  Šemʿōn  d-­‐Ṭaibūtēh  
 131 
thoughts	   will	   be	   set	   free,	   the	  remembrance	   of	   good	   things	   will	   be	  deleted	   from	   the	   heart	   ( ܐܬFZh %̣U @59 
F#ܗܕ89 ܕ0e"]ܬ/ )62.	  
one’s	  memory	  ( ܐ!"Aܘܬ F#ܗܕ89 ),	  blindness	  of	  understanding	   ( F#*Bܘܬ :#Dt ),	   fright,	  perturbation,	   deferred	   senses	   ( ܐ@"lܘܬ 
ܬܪF"&/ ),	  despair	  ( J#429 )	  and	  madness.	  	  All	   examples	  demonstrate	  a	   striking	  similarity	   in	  concepts	  and	  vocabulary	   in	  both	  texts.	  However,	  from	  the	  examples	  above	  one	  cannot	  safely	  deduce	  that	  A	  III	  was	  originally	  part	  of	  a	  monastic	  text,	  as	  it	  is	  the	  case	  of	  M.	  The	  treatment	  of	  the	  medical	  issues	  found	  in	  A	  III	  bears	  a	  seemingly	  self-­‐‑sufficient	  character	  and	  its	  main	  focus	  is	  often	  aimed	  at	  balancing	  the	  relation	  between	  physiology	  and	  psychology.	  The	  important	  evidence	  in	  this	  respect	  is	  provided	  by	  the	  last	  one	  among	  the	  given	  examples.	  In	  Šemʿōn’s	  text	  we	  see	  how	  its	  author	  masterfully	  applies	   medical	   knowledge	   to	   the	   explanation	   of	   a	   particular	   psychological	  condition	   (an	  overflow	  of	   the	  stomach	   leads	   to	   the	  suspension	  of	   the	  normal	  movement	  of	  light	  from	  brain	  to	  the	  heart),	  which	  seems	  to	  be	  very	  much	  alike	  to	  acedia,	  which	  was	  widely	  discussed	  in	  monastic	  literature.	  A	  relevant	  passage	  in	  A	  III	  contains	  a	  similar	  discussion	  of	  particular	  physiological	  processes	  which	  cause	  the	  same	  psychological	  condition.	  The	  similarities	  between	  the	  two	  texts	  (M	  and	  A	  III)	  are	  not	  limited	  to	  the	  treatment	  of	  special	  medical	  issues.	  Thus,	  we	  find	  in	  both	  of	  them	  the	  same	  idea	  of	  man	  as	  microcosm.	  	   Šemʿōn	  
M	  3	   A	  III	  […]	  you	  are	   the	   image	  of	  God	  and	   the	  bond	   of	   all	   the	   creation,	   both	   of	   the	  heavenly	  and	  of	   the	  terrestrial	  beings,	  and	  whenever	   you	   bend	   your	   head	   to	  worship	   and	   glorify	   God,	   all	   the	  
A	   man	   is	   microcosm	   and	   he	  represents/figures	   the	   Macrocosms.	   His	  head	   is	   similar	   to	   heaven;	   his	   legs	   are	  similar	  to	  the	  earth;	  his	  belly	  similar	  to	  the	  sea	  and	  the	  loins	  are	  similar	  to	  the	  land.	  His	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creations,	   both	   heavenly	   and	  terrestrial,	   bow	   their	   heads	   with	   you	  and	   in	   you	   to	   worship	   God;	   and	  whenever	   you	   do	   not	   worship	   and	  glorify	  Him,	  all	  the	  creations	  grieve	  over	  you	  and	  turn	  against	  you,	  and	  you	  fall	  from	  grace63.	  
eyes	  –	  to	  sun	  and	  moon;	  his	  face	  similar	  to	  the	   sphere.	   His	   members	   –	   to	   valleys;	  bones	  –	  to	  mountains	  and	  tops;	  his	  hairs	  –	  to	   sprouts;	   his	   veins	   –	   to	   rivers	   and	   the	  blood	   that	   runs	   in	   the	  body	   is	   like	  water	  that	  runs	  upon	  the	  earth.	  In	  ten	  senses	  and	  motions	  [are	  represented]	  ten	  ranks	  of	  the	  rational	   beings.	   And	   the	   mind	   governs	   a	  man	  like	  God	  [governs]	  the	  creation.	  	  The	  monastic	  background	  of	  the	  treatise	  by	  Šemʿōn	  requires	  no	  special	  proof	  and	  fortunately,	  it	  is	  also	  possible	  to	  ascertain	  that	  a	  monastic	  community	  was	  an	  addressee	  and	  intended	  readership	  of	  the	  author	  of	  A	  III:	  	  
A	  III	  And	  on	  account	  of	  body’s	  illness	  be	  aware,	  that	  brethren	  the	  solitaries	  are	  not	  capable	  to	  digest	  not	  because	  of	   the	  excessiveness	  [in	   food]	  but	  because	  of	   the	  disorder	   in	  mixture	  of	  the	  food.	  	  Furthermore,	  an	  ascetic	  background	  is	  supported	  by	  the	  brief	  addition	  to	  A	  III	  that	  can	  be	  found	  in	  two	  manuscripts	  (see	  below).	  That	  text	  piece	  contains	  a	  description	  of	  two	  types	  of	  conduct	  similar	  to	  the	  one	  found	  in	  M	  39.	  The	  concept	  of	  interdependence	  of	  the	  bodily	  and	  spiritual	  facets	  of	  the	  human	  being	  plays	  a	  crucial	  role	  in	  the	  treatise	  by	  Šemʿōn	  for	  one	  counterpart	  affects	  the	  other.	  The	  same	  idea	  is	  also	  present	  in	  A	  III	  where	  we	  find	  a	  statement	  that	   concentrated	   intellectual	  and	   spiritual	  activities	   assist	   in	  controlling	   the	  inclinations	  of	  the	  body.	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Šemʿōn	  
M	  10	   A	  III	  The	   performance	   of	   practice	   of	   the	  commandments,	   together	   with	   fast,	   vigil	  and	  asceticism,	  pierce	  the	  thickness	  of	  the	  stomach	   and	   the	   solidness	   of	   the	   organs	  which	  transmit	  light	  from	  the	  brain	  to	  the	  heart.	  
And	   as	   for	   the	   restraint	   of	   thoughts,	  custody	  of	  heart	  and	  not	  rash	  conduct,	  as	   long	   as	   mind	   and	   thoughts	   are	  engaged	  into	  the	  reflection	  of	  the	  fear	  of	  God,	   the	   stomach,	   the	   liver	   and	   the	  organs	  of	  digestions	  are	  bound	  and	  tied	  from	  the	  activity.	  	  The	  spotted	  similarities	  between	  M	  and	  A	  III	  can	  by	  no	  means	  be	  explained	  as	  Šemʿōn’s	   borrowing	   from	   Aḥūdemmēh’s	   text	   because	   all	   of	   them	   are	   very	  specific	  and	  reveal	  a	  single	  peculiar	  teaching	  which	  sharply	  distinguishes	  itself	  from	  the	  authentic	  treatise	  A	  I.	  The	  main	  trait	  of	  that	  teaching	  is	  the	  application	  of	   medical	   knowledge	   to	   treatment	   of	   psychological	   and	   spiritual	   problems	  encountered	   by	   monks.	   The	   underlying	   teaching	   which	   legitimates	   such	   an	  approach	  is	  the	  idea	  about	  the	  duality	  of	  the	  created	  world	  (that	  consists	  of	  two	  spheres,	  a	  physical	  and	  a	  spiritual	  one),	  each	  part	  of	  which	  largely	  depends	  on	  and	   can	   be	   affected	   by	   the	   other.	   And	   it	   is	   this	   particular	   background	   that	  unequivocally	  unites	  the	  two	  texts.	  	  I	  started	  this	  section	  with	  an	  overview	  of	  the	  similar	  passages	  in	  the	  works	  of	  Aḥūdemmēh	  (A	  I	  and	  III)	  and	  those	  of	  Šemʿōn	  (M).	  The	  first	  step	  in	  the	  direction	  I	  pursue	  in	  this	  research	  was	  laid	  by	  Reinink	  who	  tried	  to	  prove	  (thus	  contesting	  Gignoux’s	  position)	  the	  inauthenticity	  of	  A	  III.	  It	  was	  my	  purpose	  to	  demonstrate	   that	   the	   presence	   of	   a	   group	   of	   almost	   identical	   passages	   that	  appear	   in	   both	   texts	   in	   the	   same	   order	   is	   to	   be	   interpreted	   not	   as	   a	   mere	  borrowing	  by	  Šemʿōn	  from	  A	  III	  (according	  to	  the	  thesis	  of	  Gignoux),	  but	  as	  a	  fortunate	   indication	   of	   the	  close	   relationship	   between	   the	   two	   texts.	   Further	  comparison	   between	   M	   and	   A	   III	   demonstrates	   apparent	   similarities	   in	  teaching,	  approach,	  vocabulary	  and	  composition	  of	  the	  text.	   In	  my	  view,	  such	  proximity	  can	  be	  explained	  only	  if	  one	  admits	  that	  M	  and	  A	  III	  form	  two	  parts	  of	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one	  and	  the	  same	  treatise	  written	  by	  the	  same	  writer,	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  Only	  in	  the	  course	  of	  the	  textual	  history	  of	  that	  text	  M	  and	  A	  III	  were	  separated	  from	  an	  original	  text	  and	  started	  to	  be	  transmitted	  independently64.	  	  A	   further	   proof	   supporting	   the	   origin	   of	  A	   III	   from	   Šemʿōn’s	   text	   is	  provided	  by	  the	  manuscript	  tradition	  of	  A	  III	  which	  will	  be	  discussed	  next.	  	  
c.	  Evidence	  of	  the	  manuscript	  tradition	  
	  In	   order	   to	   corroborate	   my	   assumption	   to	   consider	   A	   III	   part	   of	   Šemʿōn’s	  medical	  treatise	  (of	  which	  another	  part	  is	  M),	  it	  is	  now	  worth	  putting	  together	  the	  available	  manuscript	  evidence	  for	  that	  text.	  So	  far,	  besides	  the	  manuscript	  used	  by	  Chabot	  for	  the	  edition	  (no.	  iii	  below),	  there	  were	  only	  two	  other	  manuscripts	  known	  to	  contain	  A	  II	  and	  A	  III	  (no.	  iv	  and	  vi).	  However,	  this	  list	  is	  incomplete	  and	  a	  few	  other	  witnesses	  can	  be	  added.	  	   I	  list	  below	  all	  witnesses	  to	  A	  III	  while	  arranging	  them	  into	  four	  groups	  according	  to	  the	  peculiarities	  of	  their	  contents.	  	  
1.	  A	  III	  follows	  directly	  A	  II.	  
	  
i.	  CSCO,	  syr.	  21	  (1904)65	  An	  East	  Syriac	  manuscript	  containing	  various	  medical	  treatises:	  a	  fragment	  from	  
The	  Book	  of	  Medicines,	  edited	  by	  E.A.W.	  Budge,	  treatises	  of	  Aḥūdemmēh,	  Ḥunain	  
                                                                                                                64	  Having	  found	  a	  sound	  explanation	  of	  the	  similarities	  between	  M	  and	  A	  III,	  I	  do	  not	  think	  that	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  establish	  the	  same	  relation	  between	  M	  19,	  33,	  38	  and	  A	  I.	  Firstly,	  since	  the	  content	  of	  A	  I	  is	  essentially	  different	  from	  that	  of	  M	  and,	  secondly,	  because	  of	  the	  lack	  of	  any	  doubts	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  authenticity	  of	  A	  I,	  the	  only	  way	  to	  interpret	  that	  relation	  is	  to	  admit	  that	  Šemʿōn	  was	  indeed	  aware	  of	  A	  I	  and	  borrowed	  from	  it	  some	  ideas	  and	  concepts.	  65	  De	  Halleux	  1987,	  p.	  45.	  Unfortunately,	  it	  was	  impossible	  to	  consult	  the	  manuscript	  while	  writing	  the	   present	   study.	   Therefore,	  my	   observations	   on	   the	   codex	   are	   based	   on	   the	   edition	   of	   Chabot	  (Chabot	  1943)	  who	  used	  it	  as	  the	  main	  (and	  only)	  witness	  of	  the	  text.	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b.	  Isḥāq	  and	  his	  nephew	  Ḥobaiš	  etc.	  The	  manuscript	  was	  copied	  by	  Elias	  Hōmō	  in	  Alqoš	  and	  commissioned	  by	  Jacob	  Manna	  upon	  the	  request	  of	  Chabot.	  	  Ff.	  29r–36v	  Title:	   %a%B< FG ܪܘD} ܕ!B8H9 ܕܐ%"B @1Bܝ ܐ=#ܗܕܐ%I ܐ8Z"eZBܘܣ  
Mēmrā	  on	  the	  Composition	  of	  Man	  by	  Mar	  Aḥūdemmēh-­‐‑Antipatros	  Incipit:	    @5AJḧ DT"̈&/ %̣U ܐ8Z"eZBܘܣ 0S?܀ FG !2&/ ܕ*U ܕ!B8H9. ܘFG F#J59 ܕܐ:"#ܬ/ 
ܨ!"& ܕܐD&ܘܒ ܘܐܘܕܥ  Desinit:	   ^:Z#%`9 ܬܪ*U ܬMF"U ܐ*& @I܇ =A ܕ0ẎG ܘ=A ܕ*İܒ  	  Ff.	  36v–39r	  Title:	   %̣U D&!9 ܕܐ:"#ܬ/ 	  
From	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  Incipit:	   FG !B8H9. !B8H9 FS19 ܙF#ܪ< 	  Desinit:	   ܘܗ@"U ܐD19 ܕ!`"Q9. 8lܒ !İ FS&̇ܗ =QQ9  Content:	  A	  I	  and	  A	  III	  	  
ii.	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semcences/Vosté	  66	  (1904)66	  An	   East	   Syriac	   manuscript	   containing	   chronological	   treatises,	   the	   work	   of	  Aḥūdemmēh	  and	  the	  medical	  treatise	  of	  Ḥunain	  b.	  Isḥāq.	  Its	  general	  title	  is	   %`QH9 	  –	   ‘collection’.	  The	  manuscript	  was	  copied	  by	  the	  novice	  Dadišoʿ	  Naggiar	  from	  Tell	  Kepe	  in	  the	  monastery	  of	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences	  from	  the	  manuscript	  of	  a	  certain	  Sipā	  Doda	  from	  Alqoš67.	  	  
                                                                                                                66	  Vosté	  1929,	  pp.	  27–28.	  Although	  according	  to	  the	  available	  information,	  the	  entire	  collection	  of	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences	  was	  transferred	  to	  the	  Chaldean	  Monastery	  in	  Baghdad	  (cf.	  a	  catalogue	  of	  Ḥaddād–Ishāq	  1988),	  the	  given	  manuscript	  is	  considered	  to	  be	  among	  other	  few	  that	  had	  not	  reached	  Baghdad.	  67	  The	  manuscripts	  of	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences	  were	  transferred	   to	  the	  library	  of	  the	  Chaldean	  Patriarchate	  in	  Baghdad.	  Regrettably,	  according	  to	  a	  new	  description	  of	  the	  collection	  compiled	  by	  B.	  Ḥaddād,	  the	  manuscript	  is	  not	  in	  Baghdad	  (Ḥaddād–Ishāq	  1988,	  p.	  513)	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Quire	  1,	  p.	  14	  –	  quire	  2,	  p.	  20	  Title:	   %a%B< FG ܪܘD} ܕ!B8H9 ܕܐ%"B @1Bܝ ܐ=#̇ܗ ܕܐ%I ܐ8Z"eZBܘܣ 	  
Mēmrā	  on	  the	  Composition	  of	  Man	  by	  Mar	  Aḥūdemmēh-­‐‑Antipatros	  Incipit: @5AJḧ DT"̈&/ %̣U ܐ8Z"eZBܘܣ 0S?܀ FG !2&/ ܕ*U ܕ!B8H9 	  Desinit:	   ^:Z#%`9 ܬܪ*U ܬMF"U ܐ*& @I܇ =A ܕ0ẎG ܘ=A ܕ*İܒ 	  	  Quire	  2,	  p.	  20	  –	  quire	  3,	  p.	  9	  Title:	   %̣U D&!9 ܕܐ:"#ܬ/ 	  
From	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  Incipit:	   FG !B8H9. !B8H9 FS19 ܙF#ܪ< 	  Content:	  most	  probably	  identical	  to	  CSCO	  syr.	  21	  (A	  II	  and	  A	  III).	  	  	   	  
iii.	  Mingana	  syr.	  589	  (1932	  CE)68	  Incomplete	  at	  the	  end.	  An	  East	  Syriac	  manuscript	  of	  the	  following	  content:	  two	  chronological	   treatises,	   the	  work	   of	   Aḥūdemmēh	  and	   the	  medical	   treatise	   of	  Ḥunain	  b.	  Isḥāq.	  Its	  general	  title	  is	   %`QH9 	  –	  ‘collection’.	  Copied	  from	  the	  codex	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  66	  in	  Alqoš	  by	  deacon	  Joseph	  bar	  Thomas	  of	  the	   family	   Abūna	   at	   the	   time	   of	   Pope	   Pius	   XI	   and	   of	   the	   Chaldean	   Patriarch	  Emmanuel	  upon	  request	  of	  Mingana.	  	  Ff.	  5v–17v	  Title:	   %a%B< FG ܪܘD} ܕ!B8H9 ܕܐ%"B @1Bܝ ܐ=#̇ܗ ܕܐ%I ܐ8Z"eZBܘܣ 	  
Mēmrā	  on	  the	  Composition	  of	  Man	  by	  Mar	  Aḥūdemmēh	  Incipit:	   FG !2&/ ܕ*U ܕ!B8H9 ܘFG F#J59 ܕܐ:"#ܬ/ ܨ!̇"& ܕܐD&ܘܒ ܘܐܕܥ 	  Desinit:	   ^:Z#%`9 ܬܪ*U ܬMF"U ܐ*& @I܇ =A ܕ0ẎG ܘ=A ܕ*İܒ 	  	  Ff.	  17v–22r	  
                                                                                                                68	  Mingana	  1933,	  cols.	  1125–1127.	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Title:	   %̣U D&!9 ܕܐ:"#ܬ/ 	  
From	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  Incipit:	   FG !B8H9. !B8H9 FS19 ܙF#ܪ<. ܘ%"YU FS19 ܪ!9 	  Desinit:	   ܘܗ@"U ܐD19 ܕ!`"Q9 8lܒ !İ FS&̇ܗ =QQ9 	  Content:	  A	  II	  and	  A	  III	  	  
2.	  A	  III	  only	  	  
iv.	  olim	  Siirt	  109	  (1609)69	  A	  voluminous	  East	  Syriac	  collection	  of	  varied	  contents	  (see	  previous	  Chapter).	  Although	   the	   manuscript	   is	   lost,	   its	   internal	   evidence	   can	   be	   partially	  reconstructed	   on	   the	   one	   hand,	   on	   the	   basis	   of	   the	   available	   catalogue	  descriptions	   and	   on	   the	   other	   hand,	   on	   a	  manuscript	  with	   similar	   contents,	  Šarfeh,	  Raḥmānī	  80	  (no.	  v	  below).	  	  	  Title:	  [ %̣U D&!9 ܕܐ:"#ܬ/ ]	  <	  ‘du	  livre	  de	  la	  médicine’	  Incipit:	  [ FG R#M0Q9 %25A8#ܬ/ ܕܗ@"U ="̈t D"Q"̈9 ]	  Content:	  [A	  III;	  text	  corresponds	  to	  the	  edition	  of	  Chabot	  with	  some	  omissions:	  Chabot	  1943,	  p.	  60,	  lines	  21–27;	  p.	  61,	  line	  29	  –	  p.	  62,	  line	  19;	  p.	  63,	  lines	  4–7].	  	  
v.	  Šarfeh	  Raḥmānī	  80	  (undated,	  ca.	  beginning	  of	  the	  20th	  c.)70 An	   East	   Syriac	   manuscript	   containing	   works	   attributed	   to	   Isaac	   of	   Nineveh,	  Barḥadbšabbā,	  Bābai	  the	  Great,	  Ephrem	  and	  Šemʿōn	  (see	  previous	  chapter).	  	  Title:	   %̣U D&!9 ܕܐ:"#ܬ/ 	  
From	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  Incipit:	   FG R#M0Q9 %25A8#ܬ/ ܕܗ@"U ="̈t D"Q"̈9 	  
                                                                                                                69	  Scher	  1906,	  pp.	  77–79.	  70	  Sōnī	  1993,	  p.	  307	  [no.	  797].	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Content:	  A	  III;	  text	  corresponds	  to	  the	  edition	  of	  Chabot	  with	  some	  omissions	  and	  variant	  readings.	  Omissions:	  Chabot	  1943,	  p.	  60,	  lines	  21–27;	  p.	  61,	  line	  29	  –	  p.	  62,	  line	  19;	  p.	  63,	  lines	  4–7.	  	  
3.	  a	  fragment	  from	  A	  III	  supplemented	  by	  additional	  material	  	  
vi.	  Harvard,	  Houghton	  Library,	  syr.	  132	  (1904	  CE)71	  An	   extensive	   collection	   of	   texts	   (some	   are	   not	   yet	   identified)	   dealing	   with	  various	  secular	  (mostly	  medical)	  subjects:	  a	  treatise	  attributed	  to	  Alexander	  of	  Aphrodisias,	  the	  Book	  of	  Treasures	  of	  Job	  of	  Edessa.	  Copied	  for	  J.	  Rendel	  Harris	  in	  Harput.	  The	  manuscript	  is	  written	  in	  Serṭo.	  	  F.	  194rv	  Title:	   ܬܘܒ %1St ܕ=A %̣U ܐ!Ïܬ/ ܐ*["A*̈9  
A	  homily	  of	  one	  of	  the	  solitary	  fathers	  Incipit:	   @59 %21B< ܗܘ ܕ8eH9 ܘ%5#F9 ܗܘ ܕ*AF&/  Desinit:	   ܘF? DG %H&=Sy ܪF"Q9 ܘܗ*A*U *&ܪ ܘ%#ܬܪ 	  Content:	  a	  chapter	  from	  A	  III	  (Chabot	  1943,	  p.	  60,	  line	  28	  –	  p.	  61,	  line	  7)	  that	  is	  supplemented	  by	  additional	  material	  (it	  will	  be	  studied	  below).	  	  
vii.	  Birmingham,	  Mingana	  syr.	  559	  (1930	  CE)72	  A	  collection	  of	  texts	  identical	  to	  the	  preceding	  manuscript.	  The	  manuscript	   is	  written	  in	  Serṭo.	  Its	  model	  was	  copied	  in	  the	  town	  of	  Caesarea	  by	  deacon	  Basil,	  son	  of	  Rabban	  John	  from	  Melitene	  in	  1221.	  	  F.	  128v	  Title:	   ܬܘܒ %1St ܕ=A %̣U ܐ!Ïܬ/ ܐ*["A*̈9  
                                                                                                                71	   Goshen-­‐‑Gottstein	   1979,	   pp.	   90–91,	   and	   an	   online	   description	   by	   James	   F.	   Coakley	  (http://lms01.harvard.edu).	  72	  Mingana	  1933,	  cols.	  1034–1039.	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A	  homily	  of	  one	  of	  the	  solitary	  fathers	  Incipit:	   @59 %21B< ܗܘ ܕ8eH9 ܘ%5#F9 ܗܘ ܕ*AF&/  Desinit:	   ܘF? DG %H&=Sy MF"Q9 ܘܗ*A*U *&ܪ ܘ%#ܬܪ 	  Content:	  a	  chapter	  from	  A	  III	  (Chabot	  1943,	  p.	  60,	  line	  28	  –	  p.	  61,	  line	  7)	  that	  is	  supplemented	  by	  additional	  material	  (it	  will	  be	  studied	  below).	  	  
4.	  A	  III	  plus	  M	  
	  
viii.a.	  BL	  India	  Office	  9	  (1698	  and	  1713/4)73	  An	   East	   Syriac	   manuscript	   of	   varied,	   but	   mostly	   philosophical	   and	  lexicographical	  contents.	  For	  instance,	  it	  contains	  the	  Book	  of	  the	  Interpreter	  by	  Elias	   of	   Nisibis,	   treatises	   On	   the	   Division	   of	   the	   Philosophy	   and	   About	   Four	  
Problems	  of	  Philosophy	  by	  John	  bar	  Zoʿbi.	  The	  manuscript	   includes	  also	  a	  few	  texts	  of	  ascetic	  contents.	  Thus,	  one	  can	  find	  in	  it	  a	  commentary	  on	  the	  Chapters	  
of	  Knowledge	  by	  Aphnīmāran	  as	  well	  as	  a	  part	  from	  the	  Book	  of	  Questions	  by	  Joseph	  Ḥazzāyā.	  Two	  handwritings	  can	  be	  distinguished	  in	  the	  manuscript.	  One	  (ff.	  1–59,	  194–444)	  is	  of	  the	  priest	  Hōmō	  bar	  Danīēl,	  son	  of	  the	  priest	  Elīyā	  from	  Alqōš,	   another	   one	   (ff.	   60–193)	   of	   deacon	   Nīsan	   bar	   Gīwargīs	   Shanqlāwāyā.	  There	   are	   two	   colophons	   from	   the	   former	   in	   the	  manuscript	   (ff.	   44r,	   413v)	  which	  provide	  two	  different	  dates	  (1698	  and	  1713/4).	  Although	  in	  its	  present	  state	   the	  manuscript	   is	  clearly	  bound	   in	   the	  wrong	  order,	   it	   is	   likely	   that	   the	  present	  form	  of	  its	  contents	  corresponds	  to	  the	  original	  plan	  of	  the	  scribes,	  and	  is	  not	  an	  accidental	  arrangement	  of	  two	  different	  manuscripts74.	  The	   text	   of	   A	   III	   appears	   in	   the	   manuscript	   twice	   and	   each	   occurrence	   is	  independent	  from	  the	  other.	  	  
                                                                                                                73	  For	  description	  of	   the	  manuscript	   see	  Furlani	  1924,	  who,	  however,	  does	  not	   provide	   the	   data	  regarding	  the	  scribes	  and	  the	  year	  when	  the	  codex	  was	  copied.	  That	  information	  was	  first	  given	  in	  Hoffmann	  1880,	  p.	  iv.	  74	  It	  is	  proved	  by	  the	  continuity	  of	  the	  text	  (ff.	  191v–194r)	  that	  was	  started	  by	  Nīsan	  and	  continued	  by	  Elīyā.	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Ff.	  49r,	  col.	  1,	  line	  13	  –	  50r	  +	  f.	  54r	  Title:	   %̣U D&!9 ܕܐ:"#ܬ/  
From	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  Incipit:	   FG !B8H9 !B8H9 FS19 ܙF#ܪ< 	  Desinit:	   FG ="̈t D"Q"̈9 ="t D"Q"̈9  	  Incipit:	   0#ܐ^ %̇U R#ܪ0Q9 ܐ*& !"& 0Q"#ܬ/  Desinit:	   ܘD5A< ܘ%ä89 ܕḞ5A*U RHB< R`"B*U ܘܐ:"B*U %̣U %25A8#ܬ/ 	  Content:	  original	  text	  approximately	  corresponded	  to	  A	  III;	  in	  the	  course	  of	  time	  one	  folio	  was	  lost	  and	  later	  replaced.	  The	  present	  text	  corresponds	  to	  the	  edition	  of	  Chabot	  (p.	  60,	   line	  21	  –	  p.	  61,	   line	  28	  and	  p.	  61,	   line	  33	  –	  p.	  62,	   line	  1	  thus	  omitting	  one	  passage	  (Be	  aware)	  +	  p.	  62,	  line	  19	  –	  p.	  63,	  line	  3	  with	  an	  omission	  of	  a	  final	  chapter	  (A	  chapter).	  	  
viii.b.	  BL	  India	  Office	  9	  (1698	  and	  1713/4)	  	  Ff.	  414r,	  col.	  2,	  line	  5	  –	  414v,	  col.	  1,	  line	  13	  Title:	   FG @59  
On	  Heart	  Incipit:	   @59 %21B< ܗ̣ܘ ܕ8eH9 ܘ%5#F9 ܕ*&F&/  Desinit:  	   ܕ:̇2B @59 !1#=9 ܘ%#=9 !S59  Content:	  text	  corresponds	  to	  a	  chapter	  from	  A	  III	  (Chabot	  1943,	  p.	  60,	  line	  28	  –	  p.	  61,	  line	  7).	  	  Manuscript	  of	  uncertain	  content:	  	  Vosté’s	  personal	  copy	  of	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  6675	  
                                                                                                                75	  Judging	  from	  the	  note	  in	  de	  Menasce	  1945,	  p.	  76,	  who	  reports	  only	  that	  Vosté’s	  copy	  contained	  Aḥūdemmēh’s	   treatise,	   it	   is	   not	   clear	   if	   it	   was	   in	   fact	   a	   complete	   copy	   of	   Notre	   Dame	   des	  Semences/Vosté	  66.	  Gignoux	  did	  not	  manage	  to	  figure	  out	  the	  whereabouts	  of	  Vosté’s	  copy	  (Gignoux	  1999,	  p.	  95).	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   The	  importance	  of	  this	  extant	  copy	  lies	  in	  the	  evidence	  it	  can	  provide	  on	   the	   presumably	   lost	   codex	  Notre	  Dame	  des	   Semences/Vosté	   66	   (another	  copy	  of	  the	  latter	  is	  Mingana	  syr.	  589).	  	   Among	   the	   eight	  witnesses	   to	  A	   III	   there	   can	   be	   distinguished	   four	  groups	  according	  to	  the	  peculiarities	  of	  their	  contents.	  	  The	  first	  one	  consists	  of	  the	  manuscripts	  in	  which	  the	  complete	  texts	  of	  
A	  II	  and	  A	  III	  follow	  each	  other:	  CSCO,	  syr.	  21,	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  66	  and	  Mingana	  syr.	  589.	  The	  relationship	  between	  these	  manuscripts	  is	  quite	  apparent.	  Mingana	  syr.	  589	  was	  copied	  from	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  66,	  whereas	  the	  model	  for	  both	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semcences/Vosté	  66	  and	  CSCO,	  syr.	  21	  was	  a	  manuscript	  owned	  by	  a	  certain	  Sīpa	  Dōda	  who	  lived	  in	  Alqoš,	  the	  whereabouts	  of	  which	  are	  –	  as	  it	  seems	  today	  –	  completely	  unknown.	  This	  loss	  is	  most	  unfortunate	  since	  the	  codex	  might	  have	  provided	  evidence	  enabling	  us	  to	  trace	  back	  the	  history	  of	  the	  formation	  of	  its	  contents	  in	  general	  and	  of	  the	  provenance	  of	  A	  II	  and	  A	  III	  in	  particular.	  Furthermore,	  one	  may	  assume	  that	  the	  codex	  of	  Sīpa	  Dōda	  was	  quite	  ancient	  and	  for	  that	  reason	  attracted	  the	  attention	  of	  visiting	  scholars76.	  	  The	  second	  group	  is	  represented	  by	  two	  manuscripts	  that	  share	  much	  in	  common	  with	  regard	   to	   their	  composition.	  More	  precisely,	   the	  contents	  of	  Sharfeh	  Rahmani	  80	  closely	  correspond	  to	  the	  first	  half	  of	  the	  Siirt	  10977.	  Such	  an	  affinity	  between	  two	  manuscripts	  strongly	  suggests	  that	  Šarfeh,	  Raḥmānī	  80	  was	  copied	  either	  from	  the	  manuscript	  closely	  related	  to	  the	  Siirt	  109	  or	  may	  be	  even	  directly	  from	  Siirt	  109.	  As	  far	  as	  A	  III	  is	  concerned,	  the	  evidence	  of	  Šarfeh,	  Raḥmānī	  80	  is	  different	  from	  that	  of	  the	  manuscripts	  of	  the	  first	  group.	  More	  precisely,	  A	   II	   is	  absent	   there	  absolutely,	  whereas	  A	   III	   is	  present	  only	   in	  an	  
                                                                                                                76	  There	  are	  many	  Syriac	  manuscripts	  known	  to	  have	  been	  copied	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  19th	  –	  beginning	  of	  the	  20th	  century	  (quite	  often	  upon	  request	  of	  European	  scholars,	  as	  CSCO,	  syr.	  21,	  for	  example)	  from	  rare	  and	  ancient	  prototypes.	  77	  It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  since	  the	  Seert	  manuscript	  is	  lost,	  one	  cannot	  help	  but	  project	  the	  evidence	  about	  the	  singularities	  of	  the	  texts	  that	  can	  be	  derived	  from	  the	  Šarfeh	  codex.	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abridged	  form,	  while	  lacking	  a	  few	  passages.	  The	  missing	  part	  corresponds	  to	  several	  distinct	  chapters:	  On	  Man,	  Be	  Aware,	  An	  Exposition,	  A	  Chapter.	  In	  general,	  the	  narrative	  is	  basically	  identical	  and	  features	  the	  same	  rubrics.	  A	  third	  group	  consists	  of	  two	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscripts	  that	  were	  most	   probably	   copied	   from	   the	   same	   original	   at	   the	   request	   of	   European	  scholars	   (Alphonse	   Mingana	   and	   Rendel	   Harris).	   Thanks	   to	   a	   preserved	  colophon	  of	  the	  original	  manuscript,	  we	  know	  that	  it	  was	  also	  a	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript.	  The	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  provenance	  of	  the	  model	  of	  these	  two	  extant	  manuscripts	  cannot	  conceal	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  majority	  of	  texts	  are	  East	  Syriac	  (Job	   of	   Edessa,	   Ḥunain	   ibn	   Isḥāq).	   It	   is	   not	   quite	   clear	   whether	   the	   Syrian	  Orthodox	   model	   (or	   its	   original)	   was	   copied	   directly	   from	   an	   East	   Syriac	  compilation,	   nor	   whether	   its	   scribe	   compiled	   that	   collection	   from	   various	  sources.	  In	  any	  case,	  the	  dating	  of	  the	  model	  (1221)	  can	  serve	  as	  a	  terminus	  ante	  quem	   for	   the	   creation	   of	   this	   compilation.	   The	   text	   provided	   by	   those	   two	  witnesses	   corresponds	   to	   one	   chapter	   in	   A	   III	   which	   is	   supplemented	   by	  additional	  material	  (for	  its	  identification	  see	  below).	  	  The	  unique	  significance	  of	  the	  third	  group	  of	  witnesses	  lies	  in	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  text	  is	  provided	  not	  anonymously	  (as	  in	  all	  other	  witnesses	  of	  A	  III),	  but	  contains	   a	   designation	   of	   its	   author	   as	   ‘one	   of	   the	   solitary	   fathers’.	   This	  attribution	   fits	   precisely	   Šemʿōn,	   who	   was	   a	   monk	   of	   the	   Rabban	   Šabūr	  monastery.	  	  The	   evidence	   provided	   by	   the	   manuscript	   BL	   India	   Office	   9	   is	   very	  specific	  and	  does	  not	   readily	  fit	  either	  of	   the	  discussed	  groups.	  The	  passages	  from	  A	  III	  appear	  on	  two	  occasions	  in	  that	  manuscript.	  On	  ff.	  49r–50r	  +	  54r	  one	  can	  find	  a	  defective	  text	  that	  might	  have	  been	  originally	  similar	  to	  the	  text	  form	  of	  A	   III.	   It	   is,	   however,	   not	   easy	   to	  attribute	   it	   to	   any	   of	   the	  aforementioned	  groups.	  On	  the	  one	  hand,	  its	  text	  form	  and	  variant	  readings	  correspond	  to	  those	  typical	  for	  group	  1	  (A	  II	  +	  A	  III).	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  if	  one	  considers	  the	  absence	  of	  A	  II	  and	  the	  final	  chapter	  (A	  Chapter)	  as	  well	  as	  noteworthy	  variant	  readings,	  the	  text	  appears	  to	  be	  close	  to	  the	  text	  of	  the	  second	  group	  (A	  II	  alone).	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The	  second	  occurrence	  of	  A	  III	  in	  BL	  India	  Office	  9	  is	  quite	  different.	  As	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  previous	  Chapter,	  on	  ff.	  414rv	  of	  the	  same	  codex	  there	  are	  two	  text	  pieces	  that	  correspond	  to	  M	  32	  and	  M	  30.	  Between	  those	  two	  chapters	  from	  M	  one	  can	  find	  one	  text	  piece	  that	  can	  be	  identified	  as	  a	  chapter	  from	  A	  III.	  Furthermore,	   it	   is	   precisely	   the	   same	   chapter	   that	   appears	   also	   in	   the	  manuscripts	  of	  the	  third	  group.	  Considering	  the	  double	  presence	  of	  A	   III	   in	  that	  manuscript	  one	  may	  assume	  that	  on	  both	  occasions	  a	  scribe	  used	  one	  and	  the	  same	  original	  text	  of	  A	  III.	  This	  however	  seems	  not	  to	  be	  the	  case.	  A	  few	  conflicting	  variant	  readings	  demonstrate	  that	  two	  texts	  in	  the	  BL	  India	  Office	  9	  have	  a	  different	  origin.	  On	  the	  first	  occasion,	  one	  can	  observe	  a	  virtually	  complete	  text	  of	  A	  III.	  The	  second	  occurrence	  is	  totally	  different	  as	  we	  come	  across	  only	  one	  chapter	  from	  A	   III	  being	  part	  of	  a	  selection	  of	  chapters	  from	  the	  text	  of	  M.	  Hence,	  we	  can	  argue	  that	  the	  double	  presence	  of	  A	  III	  is	  a	  mere	  coincidence.	  It	  is	  erroneous	  to	  assume	  that	  the	   scribe	   used	   on	   both	   occasions	   one	   and	   the	   same	   text,	   while	   extracting	  different	   parts	   out	   of	   it	   and	   putting	   it	   in	   a	   different	   context	   (proved	   by	   the	  conflicting	  variant	  readings).	  A	  plausible	  explanation	  would	  be	  that	  the	  scribe	  simply	  used	  different	  models.	  It	   is	  worth	  noting	  that	  each	  group	  of	  witnesses	  from	  those	  presented	  above	  provides	  different	  type	  of	  context	  for	  the	  text	  under	  consideration.	  The	  first	   group	   can	   be	   characterized	  mutatis	  mutandis	   as	   a	   collection	   of	  medical	  treatises,	  whilst	   the	   second	  has	  marked	   ascetic	   contents78.	   BL	   India	  Office	   9	  provides	   double	   evidence.	   The	   first	   occurrence	   features	   in	   texts	   which	   are	  primarily	  lexicographical	  and	  philosophical,	  and	  is	  therefore	  closer	  to	  the	  text	  of	  group	  1	  (this	  is	  corroborated	  by	  the	  parallels	  in	  the	  text	  form).	  The	  second	  one	  appears	  together	  with	  a	  number	  of	  ascetic	  and	  theological	  works,	  and	  for	  that	  reason	  it	  apparently	  resembles	  the	  second	  group.	  	  
                                                                                                                78	  Another	  important	  trait	  of	  the	  manuscripts	  belonging	  to	  second	  group	  is	  that	  they	  contain	  yet	  another	  work	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  namely	  the	  Profitable	  Counsels,	  as	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  preceding	  Chapter.	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To	  sum	  up,	  the	  most	  important	  observation	  that	  one	  can	  make	  while	  studying	  the	  manuscript	  evidence	  is	  that	  nowhere	  do	  we	  find	  an	  attribution	  of	  the	   text	   to	   Aḥūdemmēh;	   it	   always	   features	   anonymously	   and	   bears	   the	   title	  
From	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine.	  The	  text	  of	  A	  III	  is,	  however,	  not	  present	  in	  the	  same	  form	  in	  all	  found	  witnesses.	  Thus,	  the	  first	  group	  provides	  the	  most	  complete	  text	  of	  A	  III	  which	  features	  anonymously	  and	  follows	  directly	  A	  II	  and	  only	  the	  latter	  one	  is	  attributed	  to	  Aḥūdemmēh79.	  The	  evidence	  of	  the	  second	  group	  of	  witnesses	  (in	  which	  A	  II	  is	  absent)	  provides	  an	  important	  proof	  that	  A	  III	  is	  not	  genetically	  related	  to	  the	  A	  II,	  thereby	  allowing	  to	  question	  the	  validity	  of	  the	  attribution	  to	  Aḥūdemmēh	  of	  the	  latter	  text.	  One	  can	  hardly	  overestimate	  the	  importance	  of	  the	  evidence	  provided	  by	  the	  other	  two	  groups	  of	  witnesses.	  The	  manuscript	  India	  Office	  9	  is	  the	  only	  example	  when	  a	  part	  of	  A	  III	  appears	  not	  only	   independently	   from	  A	   II	   (as	   in	   the	  second	  group	  of	  witnesses),	  but	  also	  among	  a	  selection	  of	  chapters	  from	  M.	  It	  seems	  that	  such	  a	  location	  of	  fragments	  from	  M	  and	  A	  III	  is	  not	  coincidental,	  but	  reflects	  a	  genuine	  relationship	  between	  the	  two	  texts.	  In	  my	  view,	  only	  this	  can	  properly	  explain	  why	  a	  passage	  from	  A	  III	  features	  within	  the	  selection	  of	  chapters	  from	  M.	  Finally,	  further	  important	  evidence	   is	  provided	  by	   the	   third	  group	  which	  contains	  a	  chapter	   from	  A	   III	  (anonymously)	   with	   additional	   material	   attributed	   to	   ‘one	   of	   the	   solitary	  fathers’.	  In	  the	  context	  of	  the	  evidence	  provided	  above,	  there	  can	  be	  no	  doubt	  that	  the	  supposed	  author	  is	  Šemʿōn.	  The	  examination	  of	  the	  manuscript	  witnesses	  to	  A	  III	  demonstrates	  that	  despite	  the	  considerable	  variation	  in	  text	  form,	  the	  text	  was	  always	  transmitted	  anonymously.	   Nevertheless,	   the	   evidence	   provided	   clearly	   shows	   its	   genetic	  interdependence	   with	   text	  M.	   At	   the	   same	   time,	   the	   attribution	   of	   A	   III	   to	  Aḥūdemmēh	  should	  be	  considered	  as	  not	  supported	  by	  the	  manuscript	  tradition	  and	  its	  circulation	  together	  with	  A	  II	  is	  to	  be	  assessed	  as	  a	  mere	  coincidence.	  
                                                                                                                79	   The	   direct	   sequence	   of	   the	   two	   texts	   (supplemented	   with	   an	   explicit	   attribution	   of	   A	   II	   to	  Aḥūdemmēh,	  while	  A	  III	  is	  anonymous)	  might	  suggest	  that	  A	  III	  has	  is	  related	  to	  A	  II.	  This	  possibility	  was	  considered	  as	  veracious	  first	  by	  Chabot	  and	  later	  by	  Gignoux,	  both	  of	  which	  were	  aware	  of	  the	  text	  of	  A	  III	  only	  in	  the	  form	  of	  the	  first	  group.	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d.	  Identification	  of	  a	  text	  piece	  in	  Mingana	  syr.	  559	  	  As	  shown	  earlier,	  manuscript	  Mingana	  syr.	  559	  contains	  a	  chapter	  from	  A	   III	  that	  is	  supplemented	  by	  an	  additional	  text	  piece.	  Both	  parts	  form	  a	  short	  single	  text	  unit	  that	  has	  its	  own	  title.	  Would	  it	  be	  possible	  to	  identify	  that	  additional	  text?	  	   The	  text	  deals	  with	  two	  types	  of	  behaviour.	  The	  first	  one,	  worldly,	   is	  described	   as	   the	   one	   that	   comes	   forth	   if	   one	   follows	   the	   opinion	   of	   others;	  whereas	  the	  second,	  heavenly,	  is	  characterized	  by	  constant	  custody	  of	  the	  heart	  and	  reflection	  upon	  the	  divine	  words.	  	   Despite	  the	  rather	  general	  character	  of	  the	  text,	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  offer	  a	  reliable	   identification.	   Importantly	   enough,	   it	   is	   present	   in	   the	   manuscript	  together	  with	  a	  chapter	  from	  A	  III	  which	  does	  not	  seem	  to	  be	  a	  coincidence.	  The	  very	  fact	  that	  these	  two	  text	  pieces	  are	  found	  together	  under	  one	  title	  should	  be	  considered	  as	  an	  indication	  of	  their	  common	  origin	  from	  one	  and	  the	  same	  text.	  Indeed,	   if	  one	  accepts	   that	  A	   III	   is	   related	   to	  M	   and	  should,	   consequently,	  be	  treated	  as	  an	  authentic	  work	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  then	  it	  easy	  to	  demonstrate	  a	  number	  of	   significant	   parallels	   between	   this	   additional	   text	   piece	   and	   other	   texts	   by	  Šemʿōn.	  For	  example,	  the	  issue	  of	  the	  two	  opposite	  types	  of	  behavior	  was	  treated	  by	  Šemʿōn	  in	  M	  39.	  In	  general,	  a	  discussion	  of	  a	  similar	  nature	  is	  quite	  common	  for	  Šemʿōn	  and	  can	  be	  easily	  found	  in	  both	  M	  and	  in	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace.	  Thus,	  an	  excessive	   attention	   and	   orientation	   towards	   the	   opinion	   of	   the	   people	   (as	  opposed	   to	   the	   orientation	   on	   divine	   commandments)	   is	   dealt	   in	   a	   similar	  fashion	  in	  The	  Profitable	  Counsels:	  
	  Additional	  text	  piece	   Profitable	  Counsels	  When	  a	  treasurer	  of	  the	  heart	  guards	  the	  deposit	  of	  human	  words	  that	  serve	  [only	  for	  the	  sake	  of	  others]	  impression	  […]	  
He	  who,	  for	  the	  sake	  of	  his	  own	  comfort,	  changes	  in	  accordance	  with	  the	  opinions	  [of	  others]	  [...]	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Although	  this	  additional	  text	  piece	  cannot	  be	  identified	  with	  any	  known	  text,	  its	  location	  next	  to	  a	  chapter	  from	  A	  III	  possibly	  hints	  at	  a	  common	  origin	  for	  both	  text	  pieces.	  If	  this	   is	  the	  case,	  then	  we	  can	  consider	  this	  text	  piece	  as	  another	  (previously	  unattested)	  fragment	  (or	  maybe	  a	  small	  chapter)	  from	  A	  III,	  which,	  as	  argued	  in	  the	  present	  study,	  together	  with	  M	  form	  two	  parts	  of	  one	  and	  the	  same	  treatise	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  	  
e.	  Identification	  of	  the	  text	  published	  by	  Mingana	  (M)	  
	  As	  mentioned	  earlier,	  there	  is	  no	  agreement	  between	  scholars	  with	  respect	  to	  the	  origin	  of	   the	   text	  published	  by	  Mingana	   (M).	  Furthermore,	   some	  of	   them	  were	   not	   even	   sure	   if	   that	   text	   in	   its	   present	   form	   does	   represent	   a	   single	  treatise,	  and	  assumed	  therefore	  that	  the	  text	  is	  a	  selection	  from	  different	  texts	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  	  In	   the	   Chapter	   on	   the	  minor	   works	   of	   Šemʿōn,	   I	   presented	   the	   text	  published	  by	  Mingana	  (M)	  without	  discussing	  the	  origin	  and	  identification	  of	  the	  text.	  To	  understand	  the	  next	  step,	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  summarize	  briefly	  the	  results	  of	  the	  foregoing	  examination.	  The	  text	  of	  Šemʿōn	  (M)	  is	  preserved	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  monastic	  miscellany	  dating	  back	  to	  1289	  in	  the	  form	  of	  a	  long	  series	  of	  passages	  of	  uneven	   length	  each	   introduced	  with	  a	   special	   title.	  The	  available	  evidence	  suggests	  that	  the	  text	  in	  its	  present	  form	  is	  not	  a	  complete	  treatise,	  but	  only	   a	   part	   that	   was	   culled	   from	   the	   original	   treatise	   whose	   title	   is	   not	  mentioned	   in	   the	   manuscript.	   Additional	   manuscript	   evidence	   proves	   that	  relatively	   early	   the	   original	   treatise	   became	   excerpted	   and	   transmitted	   in	  fragmentary	  form.	  However,	  the	  additional	  witnesses	  to	  the	  text	  of	  M	  presented	  in	  the	  previous	  Chapter	  testify	  only	  to	  the	  ‘ascetic’	  part	  of	  the	  original	  treatise	  that,	  as	  was	  shown,	  contains	  two	  components,	  an	  ascetic	  and	  a	  medical	  one.	  	  The	  parallels	  between	  M	  and	  A	  III	  as	  well	  as	  the	  correspondences	  in	  the	  structure,	   vocabulary	   and	   concepts	   of	   the	   texts	   provide	   sound	   ground	   to	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maintain	   that	   both	   texts	   come	   from	   one	   and	   the	   same	   treatise	   of	   Šemʿōn.	  Reconstitution	   of	   the	   text	   previously	   considered	   to	   have	   been	   written	   by	  Aḥūdemmēh	  (A	  III)	  as	  part	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  treatise	  (M)	  offers	  new	  evidence	  for	  the	  study	  of	  the	  latter.	  It	  demonstrates	  that	  beside	  the	  selections	  of	  ‘ascetic’	  chapters	  from	  Šemʿōn’s	  treatise,	  chapters	  dealing	  with	  medical	  topics	  were	  also	  selected	  for	  independent	  circulation	  as	  witnessed	  by	  a	  number	  of	  manuscripts	  featuring	  
A	  III.	  At	  this	  point	  we	  can	  consider	  the	  issue	  of	  the	  identification	  of	  M	  against	  all	  accumulated	  data.	  The	  title	  of	  M	  only	  says	  that	   it	  has	  been	  taken	   ‘from	  the	  book	  of	  Mar	  Šemʿōn’.	  The	  precise	  title	  is	  not	  specified	  in	  any	  of	  the	  manuscript	  witnesses	  that	  were	  presented	  in	  the	  previous	  chapter.	  Given	  the	  overtly	  double	  (monastic	  and	  medical)	   nature	   of	   the	   treatise80,	   could	   it	   then	   be	   identified	   with	   the	   text	  recorded	  by	  ʿAbdīšōʿ	  in	  his	  Catalogue	  as	  the	   ‘Book	  on	  Medicine’?	  Fortunately,	  the	   reconstituted	  part	  of	  Šemʿōn	   treatise,	  A	   III,	  has	  preserved	   the	   title	  of	   the	  original	   treatise	   from	  which	   it	  was	   taken,	   namely	   the	  Book	   of	  Medicine,	   as	   it	  attested	  by	  a	  large	  number	  of	  manuscripts.	  Hence,	  this	  provides	  us	  with	  a	  direct	  indication	  of	  the	  source	  text	  for	  both	  A	  III	  and	  M,	  namely	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  by	  Šemʿōn.	  	  Thus,	  thanks	  to	  the	  reattribution	  of	  A	  III	  to	  Šemʿōn,	  we	  can	  identify	  the	  original	  treatise	  from	  which	  both	  M	  and	  A	  III	  come.	  This	  treatise	  is	  the	  Book	  of	  
Medicine,	  which	  is	  registered	  in	  ʿAbdīšōʿ’s	  Catalogus	  librorum	  among	  the	  works	  belonging	  to	  Šemʿōn.	  	  
f.	  A	  III	  in	  the	  mēmrā	  Man	  as	  Microcosm	  of	  Giwargis	  Wardā?	  
	  As	   mentioned	   earlier,	   Gignoux	   detected	   a	   number	   of	   similarities	   between	   a	  mēmrā	   of	   Giwargis	   Wardā	   (13th	   c.)	  Man	   as	   Microcosm81	   and	   Aḥūdemmēh’s	  
                                                                                                                80	  That	  suggested	  to	  its	  editor	  to	  entitle	  it	  as	  a	  Medico-­‐‑mystical	  Work.	  81	  A	  full	  title	  of	  this	  text	  is	  A	  mēmrā	  about	  Explanation	  of	  [the	  Subject]	  Man	  Microcosm	  (Gignoux	  1999,	  p.	  100).	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œuvre82.	  That	  kind	  of	  evidence	  was	  used	  to	  prove	  the	  authenticity	  of	  the	  three	  texts	  (A	  I–III),	  which	  according	  to	  Gignoux	  were	  all	  written	  by	  one	  and	  the	  same	  East	   Syriac	   author	   of	   the	   6th	   century,	   Aḥūdemmēh.	   However,	   I	   argue	   in	   the	  present	  study	  that	  A	  III	  cannot	  belong	  to	  the	  author	  who	  wrote	  A	  I	  and	  A	  II,	  and	  that	   it	   is	  much	  more	  appropriate	   to	  consider	  it	  as	  a	  part	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  Book	  of	  
Medicine.	  Therefore,	  in	  order	  to	  verify	  Gignoux’	  hypothesis,	  it	  is	  worth	  paying	  attention	   to	   those	   passages	   in	   Wardā’s	   mēmrā	   that	   show	   their	   author’s	  awareness	  of	  A	  III.	  As	   the	   scrutiny	   of	   the	   parallel	   places	   registered	   by	   Gignoux	  demonstrates,	   the	  majority	   of	   the	   parallels	   can	   be	   found	   in	  A	   I,	  whereas	   the	  parallels	  to	  A	  III	  appear	  only	  twice83.	  	  1.	   The	   first	   occurrence	   deals	   with	   the	   subject	   of	   the	   location	   of	   the	   soul’s	  faculties	  in	  the	  body84.	  A	  similar	  passage	  features	  in	  both	  A	  I	  and	  A	  III.	  As	  argued	  above,	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  given	  passage,	  Šemʿōn	  (in	  M	  33	  =	  A	  III)	  drew	  on	  Aḥūdemmēh	  (A	  I).	  However,	  following	  Gignoux’	  hypothesis,	  Aḥūdemmēh	  (either	  A	  I	  or	  A	  III)	  was	  a	  source	  for	  both	  Šemʿōn	  and	  Giwargis	  Wardā.	  Which	  text	  was	  in	  fact	  used	  by	  Wardā?	  	  The	  issue	  of	  the	  sources	  that	  were	  used	  by	  Giwargis	  Wardā	  was	  studied	  by	  Reinink	  who	  established	   the	  main	   source	   that	   underlies	  Wardā’s	  mēmrā,	  namely	  Man	  as	  Microcosm	  by	  Michael	  Bādōqā.	  While	  refuting	  the	  possibility	  of	  Wardā’s	  direct	  usage	  of	  A	  I	  by	  Aḥūdemmēh,	  Reinink	  stresses	  that	  the	  work	  by	  Michael	  Bādōqā	  was	  partially	  based	  on	  A	  I	  by	  Aḥūdemmēh.	  Let	  us	  examine	  that	  place.	  
                                                                                                                82	  Gignoux	  does	  not	  discuss	  the	  authenticity	  of	  this	  text,	  although,	  as	  I	  was	  kindly	  informed	  by	  Dr.	  Anton	   Pritula	   (St.	   Petersburg)	   it	   cannot	   be	   straightforwardly	   excluded,	   since	   the	   text	   does	   not	  feature	  in	  the	  main	  collections	  with	   the	  works	  of	  Warda,	  that	   it	   is	  not	  authentic.	  Anton	  Pritula	  is	  currently	  preparing	  a	  special	  study	  on	  Giwargis	  Warda.	  83	  Gignoux	  1999,	  see	  commentary	  to	  lines	  112,	  319–322,	  348–371,	  520–626,	  705–776.	  84	  Gignoux	  1999,	  p.	  164,	  lines	  737–741.	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A	  I85	   A	  III	   M	  3386	   Michael	  Bādōqā87	   Giwargis	  Wardā	  
ܪOH&/ ܕ*U 
ܐ*&*İ !1#=9. 
ܘRBܘ0#ܬ/ 
!S59. ܘܪO&/ 
!a:Z#%`9. 
%&*a!Q#ܬ/ 
!`#̈@"&/. 
ܘܪܘON/ !`5A<	  
FG 8Y"e#ܬ/ 
ܕ="̈t܀ 
ܪOH&/܆ 
!1#=9. 
RBܘ0#ܬ/܆ 
!S59. ܪO&/܆ 
!a:Z#%`9. 
%&*a!Q#ܬ/܆ 
!`#̈@"&/. 
ܪܘON/܆ 
!`5A<܀	  
FG 8Y"e#ܬ/ 
ܕ="̈t܀ ܪOH&/ 
!1#=9. 
RBܘ0#ܬ/ !S59. 
ܪO&/ 
!a:Z#%`9. 
%&*a!Q#ܬ/ 
!`#̈@"&/. 
ܪܘON/ !`5A<܀	  
ܪOH&/ ܐ*&*İ 
!1#=9. 
ܘRBܘ0#ܬ/ 
!S59. ܘܪO&/ 
!a:Z#%`9. 
ܘ%&*a!Q#ܬ/ 
!`#@"̈&/. 
ܘܪܘON/ 
!`5A<܀ 
!1#=9 F#ܕ 
F1B< ܪOH&/ 
ܘ!S59 RBܘ0#ܬ/ 
!a:Z#%`9 
ܗD"G ܪO&/ 
![S59 F1B< 
ܬܪF"&/ !`5A< 
ܪO#ܙܬ8#ܬ/ 
ܘ*a*5#ܬ/ 
!`#@"̈&/	  
Sensation	  is	  in	  the	   brain,	  discernment	  is	  in	   the	   heart,	  desire	  is	  in	  the	  stomach,	  longing	   is	   in	  the	   kidneys,	  and	  wrath	  is	  in	  the	  liver.	  
On	  cohesion	  of	  
powers.	  	  Sensation	  is	  in	  the	   brain,	  discernment	  is	  in	   the	   heart,	  desire	  is	  in	  the	  stomach,	  longing	   is	   in	  the	   kidneys,	  and	  wrath	  is	  in	  the	  liver.	  
On	  cohesion	  of	  
powers.	  	  Sensation	  is	  in	  the	   brain,	  discernment	  is	  in	   the	   heart,	  desire	  is	  in	  the	  stomach,	  longing	   is	   in	  the	   kidneys,	  and	  wrath	  is	  in	  the	  liver.	  
Sensation	  is	  in	  the	   brain,	  discernment	  is	  in	   the	   heart,	  desire	  is	  in	  the	  stomach,	  longing	   is	   in	  the	   kidneys,	  and	  wrath	  is	  in	  the	  liver.	  
Sensation	  dwells	   in	   the	  brain,	  Discernment	  in	  the	  heart,	  desire	   in	  stomach,	  reflection	   in	  the	  diaphragm,	  	  wrath	   in	   the	  liver	  and	   longing	   in	  the	  kidneys.	  	  
                                                                                                                85	  Nau	  1905,	  p.	  110,	  lines	  11–12.	  86	  Mingana	  1934,	  p.	  316	  [ed.],	  63	  [tr.].	  87	  BL	  Or.	  4071,	  f.	  425r,	  col.	  1,	  lines	  8–13.	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All	  sources	  provide	  basically	   identical	  text.	  The	  cardinal	  difference	  lies	   in	  the	  passage	  from	  Wardā’s	  mēmrā,	  where	  we	  find	  an	  inclusion	  of	  a	  diaphragm.	  This	  addition,	  however,	  as	  shown	  by	  Reinink,	  comes	  from	  Michael	  Bādōqā’s	  treatise	  where	  is	  features	  right	  in	  the	  preceding	  passage	  (and	  cannot	  be	  found	  either	  in	  
A	  I	  or	  A	  III)88.	  	  Identifying	  the	  source	  consulted	  by	  Wardā	  makes	  the	  use	  of	  the	  mēmrā	  
Man	  as	  Microcosm	  as	  a	  witness	  to	  A	  III	  problematic.	  	  	  2.	   Another	   possible	   allusion	   to	  A	   III	  was	   found	   by	   Gignoux	   in	   the	   following	  passage	  Wardā’s	  mēmrā	  89.	  	  
ܐܘ @k ܨ@19 ܐ8H"9 
ܕܪ0I ܕ%9 @H1"9 
ܘMOS#ܗܝ @`#!H9 ܬ=&*9 
!B*k ܕ=5_ !I DG !]*9 
F"̈Q9 ܕ%"U @QI*]< 
ܕ=N*̈U ܘ%[#*̈U 0#R]< 
ܐܕ8#̈ܗܝ @ÄܘJ9 0]*B< 
8["]ܘܗܝ @WH#0̈9 ܬܗ*]< 
̈ܕ*[9 !T"̈19 %2S"U 
ܘ@TQ"̈9 %TS"U ܕ=Y"U 
R#%9 ܘ@HQ9 %H5["U 
ܘ%lFB*U ܘ%["U ܘJZS"U 
ܐR̈9 ܕ%"U @eQ"&/ 
̇ܗܝ ܪ0& DG RQ"̈&/ 
O	  you,	  the	  human	  image,	  Whose	  head	  is	  similar	  to	  the	  sky,	  And	   whose	   legs	   are	   [similar]	   to	   the	   lower	  footstool90.	  Blessed	  the	  one	  who	  enclosed	  in	  him	  the	  entire	  creature!	  His	  eyes	  are	  similar	  to	  luminaries,	  That	  look	  and	  show	  the	  beauty;	  His	  ears	  [are	  similar]	  to	  the	  true	  scouts;	  His	  nostrils	  [are	  similar]	  to	  marvelous	  spies,	  That	  bring	  in	  the	  sweat	  smell,	  reject	  and	  expel	  the	  loathsome	  one.	  The	  mouth	  and	  tongue	  glorify,	  Insult,	  wound	  and	  kill.	  The	  face	  [is	  similar]	  to	  the	  direction,	  That	  governs	  all	  directions.	  
                                                                                                                88	  Reinink	  2007,	  p.	  142–143	  (‘Now,	  the	  principal	  members	  in	  which	  the	  powers	  of	  the	  body	  and	  the	  soul	  are	  placed	  are:	  the	  brain,	  the	  stomach,	  the	  heart,	  the	  liver,	  the	  diaphragm	  and	  the	  kidneys’).	  89	  Gignoux	  1999,	  pp.	  186–187	  [commentary	  to	  lines	  608–704].	  For	  justice’s	  sake,	  it	  should	  be	  said	  that	  Gignoux	  is	  not	  strongly	  convinced	  that	  Aḥūdemmēh	  was	  a	  source	  for	  Wardā	  at	  that	  point.	  He	  refers	  also	  to	  two	  other	  texts	  that	  contain	  a	  similar	  imagery.	  90	  Gignoux’s	   translations	  of	   the	   line	   is	  misleading:	   ‘et	   les	  pieds	  à	  ce	   qu’on	   foule	  au-­‐‑dessous’,	   and	  overlooks	  the	  apparent	  allusion	  to	  Ps.	  99:5	  and	  Mt	  5:35.	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=l/ ܐ*k %2B!"&/ 
:1t ܐ*k OB!""&/ 
*1"Q9 ܐ*k ܬ*1Q"&/ 
!I ܐ:"B*U %&=N*̈Q9 
!I =5"H"U %&*̈AFQ9 
8eHI ܐ="Q&/ ܗܝ ܕMܘ=Q9 
ܘRWBܗ DQ&/ ܕFe]89 
ܐܘ D19 ܬ%"̈Iܢ ܕ%#̈ܬܗ 
ܙF#ܪ !Y#%&ܗ ܘܪܒ !"AF&ܗ 
ܙܘDA !l*B< ܘ0"Z9 =Nܬܗ 
ܪ!9 %U DG ܪ!#ܬܗ 
The	  hips	  are	  as	  the	  western	  [direction],	  The	  left	  side	  is	  as	  the	  northern	  one,	  The	  right	  side	  is	  as	  the	  southern	  one.	  In	  him	  are	  bound	  all	  the	  visible	  creatures,	  In	  him	  are	  enclosed	  the	  rational	  creatures.	  His	  soul	  is	  affine	  to	  the	  spiritual	  creatures,	  	  and	  his	  body	  is	  a	  friend	  of	  the	  earthy	  ones.	  O,	  how	  admirable	  are	  his	  semblances!	  Small	  in	  his	  stature	  and	  great	  in	  his	  knowledge.	  Although	   his	   appearance	   is	   insignificant	   and	  despicable,	  It	  is	  greater	  than	  all	  his	  greatness.	  	  The	  given	  fragment	  is	  important	  because,	  as	  argued	  by	  Reinink,	  while	  writing	  it	  Wardā	  drew	  upon	  another	  source,	  different	  from	  Michael	  Bādōqā’s	  treatise91.	  So,	  if	  Gignoux’s	  identification	  is	  correct,	  it	  may	  be	  a	  crucial	  evidence	  for	  Wardā’s	  use	  of	  A	  III.	  Here	   is	   the	   fragment	   of	  A	   III	   referred	   to	   by	  Gignoux	   as	   a	   parallel	   to	  Wardā’s	  mēmrā:	  	  A	   man	   is	   a	   microcosm	   and	   he	   represents/figures	   the	  macrocosm.	  His	  head	  is	  similar	  to	  heaven;	  his	  legs	  are	  similar	  to	  the	  earth;	  his	  belly	  similar	  to	  the	  sea	  and	  the	  loins	  are	  similar	  to	  the	  land.	  His	  eyes	  [are	  similar]	  to	  the	  sun	  and	  the	  moon;	  his	  face	   –	   to	   the	   sphere.	   His	   members	   [are	   similar]	   to	   valleys;	  bones	  –	  to	  mountains	  and	  tops;	  his	  hairs	  –	  to	  sprouts;	  his	  veins	  –	  to	  rivers	  and	  the	  blood	  that	  runs	  in	  the	  body	  is	  like	  water	  that	  runs	   upon	   the	   earth.	   In	   ten	   senses	   and	   motions	   [are	  
                                                                                                                91	  Reinink	  2010,	  p.	  73.	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represented]	   ten	   ranks	   of	   the	   rational	   beings.	   And	   the	  mind	  governs	  a	  man	  like	  God	  [governs]	  the	  creation.	  	  Apparently,	  the	  two	  passages	  are	  similar	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  relationship	  with	  to	  the	  topic	  ‘man-­‐‑microcosm’	  However,	  a	  close	  comparison	  of	  the	  two	  texts	  leaves	  no	  doubt	   that	  apart	   from	  the	  similar	   subject,	   there	  can	  be	  detected	  no	  direct	  relationship	  between	  them.	  	  There	  is	  only	  one	  precise	  parallel	  as	  far	  as	  the	  imagery	  is	  concerned.	  And	  it	  is	  not	  –	  as	  argued	  by	  Gignoux	  –	  the	  likeness	  of	  the	  eyes	  to	  the	  luminaries92,	  but	  the	  likeness	  of	  the	  head	  to	  the	  sky.	  The	  Syriac	  in	  both	  texts	  is	  identical	  and	  reads	   as	   follows:	   ܪ0I ܕ%9 @H1"9 .	   Apart	   from	   that	   line,	   Šemʿōn	   and	   Wardā	  develop	  the	  subject	  in	  quite	  different	  terms.	  	  Is	  it	  justified	  to	  deduce	  the	  dependence	  of	  Wardā	  on	  A	  III	  on	  the	  basis	  of	   the	   development	   of	   a	   similar	   topic	   and	   a	   presence	   of	   only	   one	   common	  phrase?	  My	  answer	  would	  be	  negative,	  for	  the	  topic	  ‘man-­‐‑microcosm’	  was	  quite	  a	  popular	  topos	  in	  the	  ancient	  and	  medieval	  literature,	  whilst	  the	  likening	  of	  the	  head	  to	  the	  sky	  is	  so	  self-­‐‑evident	  and	  obvious	  that	  it	  is	  impossible	  to	  search	  for	  its	  source	  text93.	  	  To	  conclude,	  Gignoux	  found	  two	  cases	  when	  Wardā	  might	  have	  used	  A	  III	  in	  his	  mēmrā	  Man	  as	  Microcmosm.	  Since	  there	  are	  numerous	  parallels	  in	  that	  mēmrā	  with	   the	   authentic	  A	   I,	   those	   parallels	  with	  A	   III	  were	   offered	   as	   an	  evidence	   for	  Wardā’s	  use	  of	   that	   text,	   and	  as	  argued	  by	  Gignoux,	  as	  a	   crucial	  proof	  of	  A	  III’s	  authenticity.	  Our	  examination	  of	  those	  two	  cases	  demonstrates	  that	  the	  first	  of	  them	  was	  in	  fact	  borrowed	  from	  Michael	  Bādōqā’s	  treatise	  on	  
Man	  as	  Microcmosm,	  whereas	  the	  second	  is	  so	  remotely	  similar	  to	  a	  parallel	  in	  
                                                                                                                92	  Gignoux	  1999,	  p.	  186.	  Giwargis	  Warda:	  ‘His	  eyes	  are	  similar	  to	  luminaries’,	  Šemʿōn:	  ‘His	  eyes	  [are	  similar]	  to	  the	  sun	  and	  the	  moon’.	  93	  One	  can	  find	  the	  imagery	  of	  ‘head-­‐‑sky’	  also	  in	  the	  Latin	  tradition.	  See,	  for	  instance,	  in	  Hexaemeron	  of	  Ambroses	  of	  Milan:	  ‘As	  the	  sky	  is	  preeminent	  over	  air,	  earth,	  and	  sea,	  which	  serve	  as	  members	  of	  the	  world,	  so	  we	  observe	  that	  the	  head	  has	  a	  position	  above	  the	  other	  members	  of	  our	  body’	  (Savage	  1977,	   p.	   268).	   Another	   parallel	   was	   found	   by	   Gignoux	   himself	   in	   Bundahišn,	   an	   encyclopedic	  collection	  of	  Zoroastrian	  cosmogony	  and	  cosmology.	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A	   III	   that	   it	   is	   hardly	   possible	   to	   consider	   A	   III	   as	   a	   source	   of	   Wardā.	  Consequently,	   at	   present	   there	   is	   no	   evidence	   that	   could	   prove	   Wardā’s	  awareness	  of	  A	  III.	  	  
4.	  The	  ‘Book	  of	  Epidemics’	  –	  another	  book	  written	  by	  Šemʿōn?	  	  The	   evidence	   preserved	   in	   yet	   another	   manuscript	   needs	   to	   be	   taken	   into	  consideration	  next,	  for	  according	  to	  one	  scholar’s	  claim,	  it	  is	  this	  manuscript	  that	  contains	  a	  medical	  work	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  The	   manuscript	   Damascus	   Orth.	   Patr.	   12/25	   is	   a	   parchment	   codex	  consisting	  of	  104	  folios.	  The	  codex	  was	  originally	  composed	  of	  eleven	  quires,	  the	  first	  of	  which	  (with	  title	  and	  probably	  the	  attribution)	  is	  lost	  at	  present.	  Its	  neat	  and	  regular	  ductus	  allow	  to	  consider	  it	  among	  the	  earliest	  manuscripts	  written	  in	  East	  Syrian	  handwriting	  of	  the	  7th–8th	  centuries94.	  There	  is	  a	  seal	  on	  fols.	  2r	  and	   103v	   indicating	   that	   it	   belonged	   to	   the	   library	   of	   the	   Syrian	   Orthodox	  monastery	  of	  St.	  Mark	  in	  Jerusalem.	  There	  is	  a	  colophon	  in	  the	  manuscript.	  It	  runs	  as	  follows	  (f.	  104r):	  	  	  Finished	   the	  writing	  of	   the	  Book	  of	  Epidemics	   ( D&!9 ܕܐR"A%"9 ),	  which	  means	  
onsets	   of	   diseases	   ( %aܬ*̈&/ ܕD#Mܗ89 )	   [then	   follows	   a	   standard	   glorification].	  Everyone	  who	  will	  read	  this	  volume	  or	  will	  copy	  from	  it,	  or	  will	  collate	  with	  it,	  let	  him	  pray	  on	  behalf	  of	  Baboy95	  the	  sinner,	  who	  wrote	  [it].	  Let	  God	  have	  mercy	  upon	  him	  as	  [He	  had	  upon]	  the	  robber	  on	  the	  Golgotha.	  The	  very	  same	  Baboy	  wrote	  that	  volume	  of	  Epidemics	  on	  behalf	  of	  Mār	  Šemʿōn	  of	  Bēṯ	  Hūzāyē	  from	  the	  city	  Šūšan.	  	  
                                                                                                                94	  As	  represented	  by	  the	  plates	  CLX	  and	  CLXIII	  in	  Hatch	  1946.	  95	  The	  name	  is	  enciphered	  by	  means	  of	  ancient	  numerical	  symbols	  <10–6–2–2>,	  for	  which	  see	  Duval	  1881,	  p.	  xv	  and	  pp.	  14–15.	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Thus,	  the	  colophon	  provides	  us	  only	  with	  the	  name	  of	  the	  scribe	  (Baboy)	  and	  most	  probably	  that	  of	  the	  commissioner	  (Mār	  Šemʿōn)	  who	  is	  likely	  to	  have	  been	  a	  bishop	  of	  the	  region	  Bēṯ	  Hūzāyē	  in	  Iran	  (Khuzistan)96.	  The	  date	  is	  not	  indicated.	  	  Various	   identifications	   of	   the	   text	   have	   been	   proposed:	   the	   manuscript	  contains	   a	   Syriac	   version	   of	   Hippocratic	   treatise	  Epidemics	   (Baumstark)97;	   a	  medical	   treatise	   by	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	   that	   deals	   with	   epidemics	   (Afrām	   I	  Barṣūm)98;	  a	  Syriac	  version	  and	  part	  of	  Galen’s	  Commentary	  on	  Epidemics	  VI	  of	  
Hippocrates	  that	  was	  produced	  by	  an	  East	  Syriac	  translator	  of	  the	  9th	  century	  Job	  of	  Edessa	  (Vööbus,	  Degen)99.	  For	  this	  study,	  it	  is	  the	  identification	  of	  Afrām	  I	  Barṣūm	  that	  attracts	  most	  attention.	  According	  to	  Afrām	  I	  Barṣūm,	  the	  Damascus	  manuscript	  contains	  a	  medical	   treatise	   of	   Šemʿōn	   that	   deals	  with	   epidemics.	   Since	  Afrām	   I	   Barṣūm	  provides	  no	  details,	   it	   remains	  unclear	  whether	  he	  considered	   the	   text	  as	  an	  otherwise	   unknown	   work	   of	   Šemʿōn	   or	   as	   the	   Book	   of	   Medicine.	   However,	  according	  to	  the	  opposite	  (and	  most	  authoritative)	  point	  of	  view	  (expressed	  by	  Vööbus	  and	  Degen),	  the	  text	  is	  to	  be	  identified	  with	  part	  of	  Galen’s	  Commentary	  
on	   the	   Sixth	   Book	   of	   Hippocrates’	   Epidemics.	   Which	   of	   these	   opinions	   is	  trustworthy?	  The	  very	  first	  acquaintance	  with	  the	  text	  disproves	  the	  reliability	  of	  either	  of	  those.	  	  The	   manuscript	   contains	   a	   medical	   monograph	   of	   a	   very	   technical	  nature	  that	  deals	  with	  different	  diseases.	  Thus,	  on	  one	  page	  (f.	  28v),	  we	  read	  about	  the	  various	  cases	  when	  fomentation	  can	  be	  used	  in	  order	  to	  introduce	  the	  changes	  in	   the	  disposition	  of	  humours.	  The	  use	  of	  a	   specialized	  vocabulary	  –	  scalpel	  ( D#:S&/ ),	  scarification	  ( :Ze9 ),	  fomentation	  ( 0#=Q9 ),	  band	  ( 8l!&/ ),	  oil	  of	   rose	   ( %H[9 ܕܘܪܕ< ),	   simple	  medicines	   ( :11̈Q9 RH"̈Z9 )	   –	   also	   proves	   a	   very	  special	  character	  of	  the	  text.	  The	  text	  is	  arranged	  as	  the	  lemmatic	  commentary	  
                                                                                                                96	  None	  of	  the	  known	  bishops	  of	  that	  ecclesiastical	  province	  (Fiey	  1993,	  pp.	  83–85)	  can	  be	  identified	  with	  the	  given	  Šemʿōn.	  The	  relation	  of	  Šemʿōn	  to	  city	  Šūšan	  is	  not	  clear	  (origin,	  residence?).	  97	  Baumstark	  1922,	  p.	  253,	  additional	  note	  to	  p.	  231	  n.	  15.	  98	  Barsoum	  2003,	  p.	  187	  n.	  2.	  99	  Vööbus	  1978,	  Degen	  1981,	  p.	  151.	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on	  Book	  Six	  of	  Hippocratic	  Epidemics	  and	  has	  as	  its	  main	  objective	  to	  elucidate	  the	  Hippocratic	  work.	  This	  text	  which	  is	  of	  a	  very	  technical	  and	  purely	  medical	  character,	  can	  hardly	  be	  expected	  to	  have	  been	  written	  by	  Šemʿōn.	  Despite	  his	  keen	  interest	  in	  medicine,	   in	  neither	  of	  the	  extant	  works	  does	  he	  demonstrate	  any	  interest	   in	  composing	  a	  scientific	  medical	  monograph.	  It	  is	  thus	  more	  than	  unlikely	  that	  the	  text	  was	  composed	  by	  Šemʿōn.	  On	   the	   other	   hand,	   there	   are	   some	   hints	   that	   do	   not	   allow	   for	   an	  identification	   of	   the	   manuscript’s	   content	   with	   another	   candidate,	   namely	  Galen’s	  Commentary	   on	   the	   Sixth	   Book	   of	   Hippocrates’	   Epidemics.	   Everything	  known	  today	  about	  the	  Syriac	  version	  of	  that	  treatise	  derives	  from	  the	  famous	  
Risālā	   of	   Ḥunain	   ibn	   Isḥāq.	   According	   to	   the	   account	   of	   Ḥūnain,	   Galen’s	  
Commentary	  was	  translated	  into	  Syriac	  by	  Job	  of	  Edessa100,	  who	  is	  considered	  to	  be	  identical	  with	  Job	  of	  Edessa	  (d.	  c.	  823),	  the	  author	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Treasures	  written	  in	  Syriac101.	  	  Hence,	  if	  one	  considers	  the	  identification	  of	  Job	  as	  a	  translator	  of	  Galen’s	  
Commentary	  on	   the	  Sixth	  Book	  of	  Hippocrates’	  Epidemics	   and	  admits	   that	   the	  Damascus	  manuscript	   contains	   a	   Syriac	   version	   of	   Galen’s	   treatise,	   then	   one	  should	   find	   a	   solution	   for	   a	   lack	   of	   correlation	   between	   the	   available	   data,	  namely,	   the	   Damascus	   manuscript	   was	   copied	   two	   centuries	   (end	   of	   7th	   –	  beginning	   of	   the	   8th	   c.)	   before	   the	   Syriac	   version	   of	   Galen’s	   treatise	   was	  translated	   by	   Job	   of	   Edessa	   (first	   half	   of	   the	   9th	   c.).	   There	   is	   so	   far	   no	   other	  evidence	  regarding	  (another)	  Syriac	  version	  of	  Galen’s	  Commentary	  that	  would	  help	  resolving	  the	  contradiction.	  We	  must	  conclude	  that	  the	  available	  evidence	  does	  not	  allow	  to	  accept	  either	  of	  the	  proposed	  identifications	  of	  the	  Damascus,	  Syr.	  Orth.	  Patr.	  12/25	  (Galen’s	  Commentary	  on	  the	  Sixth	  Book	  of	  Hippocrates’	  Epidemics	   or	  Šemʿōn’s	  medical	  work).	  	  
                                                                                                                100	  Bergsträsser	  1925,	  pp.	  41*–42*	  [ed.],	  34–35	  [tr.],	  cf.	  Degen	  1981,	  p.	  151	  [nr.	  74].	  101	  E.g.	  Reinink	   2005,	  Ullmann	  1970,	   pp.	  101–102,	   Sezgin	   1970,	  pp.	  230–231,	  Habbi	  2001,	   p.	  18,	  Gignoux	  2001,	  p.	  46.	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Nevertheless,	   despite	   the	   complete	   absence	   of	   the	   precise	   external	  indications	  (title,	  author,	  date),	  the	  study	  of	  the	  text	  of	  the	  Damascus	  manuscript	  in	  comparison	  with	  a	  group	  of	  related	  sources	  allows	  us	  to	  propose	  a	  plausible	  assumption	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  identification	  of	  the	  text.	  The	  medical	  treatise	  is	  related	  to	  the	  milieu	  of	  the	  late	  antique	  medical	  school	  of	  Alexandria	  and	  may	  very	  well	  be	  a	  translation	  from	  Greek102.	  Although	  an	  identification	  of	  its	  author	  does	   present	   some	  problems	   it	   is	   by	   all	  means	  certain	   that	   the	   text	  was	   not	  authored	  by	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  	  
5.	  Structure	  and	  contents	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  	  The	  analysis	  of	  the	  available	  evidence	  makes	  it	  possible	  to	  identify	  two	  texts	  (M	  and	  A	  III)	  as	  coming	  come	  from	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  These	  data	  will	  be	  put	  together	  in	  order	  to	  delineate	  the	  contours	  of	  the	  composition	  and	  the	  contents	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  original	  treatise.	  	  However,	  at	  first	  it	  is	  worth	  making	  one	  important	  observation	  on	  the	  two	  parts	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  of	  Šemʿōn	  (A	  III	  and	  M).	  The	  peculiarities	  of	  the	  contents	  of	  A	  III	  and	  M	  suggest	  that	  their	  compilers	  had	  different	  purposes	  in	  mind.	   If	   the	  material	   selected	   by	   the	   compiler	   of	  M	   has	   a	   predominantly	  ascetic	   character	   (besides	  several	   chapters	  on	  medical	   topics),	  A	   III	   is	  better	  seen	  as	  a	  medical	   text	  dealing	  with	  anatomical	  and	  physiological	   issues.	  The	  aims	  of	   the	  compilers	  affected	   the	  manuscript	   transmission	  of	   the	   texts	   they	  produced.	  The	  first	  one	  was	  included	  into	  a	  monastic	  miscellany	  of	  East	  Syriac	  ascetic	  and	  mystical	  treatises,	  while	  the	  second	  one	  appears	  in	  its	  complete	  form	  in	  medical	  miscellanies.	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a.	  Structure	  	  What	   can	   the	   two	   parts	   of	   the	  Book	   of	  Medicine	   convey	   about	   the	   authentic	  composition	  of	  the	  original	  treatise?	  In	  both	  M	  and	  A	  III,	  the	  text	  is	  divided	  into	  chapters	   and	   each	   chapter	   has	   its	   own	   title.	  Was	   this	   trait	   of	   the	   two	   texts	  inherited	  from	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  or	  was	  it	  introduced	  by	  the	  compilers	  with	  the	  purpose	  of	  facilitating	  the	  comprehension	  of	  the	  narration?	  	  Theoretically	  speaking,	  both	  options	  are	  possible.	  Moreover,	  having	  in	  mind	   the	   relatively	   free	   approach	   of	  medieval	   scribes	   to	   texts,	   a	   scribal	   (or	  editorial)	   interference	   behind	   the	   text	   division	   appears	   to	   be	   a	   most	   likely	  possibility.	  There	  are,	  however,	  a	  few	  factors	  that	  do	  not	  allow	  us	  to	  accept	  this	  option.	  	  The	  earliest	  manuscript	  witnesses	  of	  both	  parts	   (M	   and	  A	   III)	  of	   the	  
Book	  of	  Medicine	  in	  their	  complete	  form	  demonstrate	  that	  the	  chapter	  division	  was	  present	  already	  in	  13th	  century	  (olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences	  237)	  and	  17th	  century	  (olim	  Siirt	  109),	  respectively.	  Is	  it	  possible	  to	  prove	  that	  the	  chapter	  division	  was	  not	  introduced	  by	  the	  scribes	  of	  those	  manuscripts	  (or	  was	  found	  in	  the	  available	  models),	  but	  was	  an	  innate	  feature	  of	  the	  text?	  	  If	  we	  recall	  that	  the	  earliest	  manuscript	  evidence	  for	  M	  dates	  back	  to	  the	  10th	  century	  (Sinai	  syr.	  14)	  and	  that	  that	  witness	  provides	  a	  fragment	  from	  
M	  in	  the	  form	  of	  three	  separate	  chapters,	  then	  the	  chapter	  division	  of	  M	  and	  A	  III	  appears	  to	  be	  reflecting	  an	  authentic	  composition	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine.	  We	  may	  even	  have	  Šemʿōn’s	  personal	  testimony	  about	  the	  way	  how	  the	  book	  was	  arranged.	  Thus,	  in	  M	  14	  we	  can	  read:	  	  These	  things,	  if	  our	  Lord	  helps	  our	  weakness	  and	  your	  prayers	  assist	  us,	  we	  will	  explain	  in	  these	  chapters	  in	  the	  measure	  the	  grace	  grant	  us	  […]103	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If	  the	  author	  indeed	  refers	  here	  to	  the	  given	  book,	  then	  the	  usage	  of	  the	  word	  ‘chapters’	  (qepālē,	  Gr.	  κεφάλαια)	  seem	  to	  convey	  to	  us	  that	  the	  text	  he	  was	  working	  on	  indeed	  was	  divided	  in	  separate	  chapters104.	  Much	  more	  difficult	  to	  figure	  out	  is	  whether	  the	  order	  of	  the	  chapters	  as	  found	  in	  M	  and	  A	  III	  corresponds	  to	  the	  original	  one.	  It	  can	  be	  easily	  imagined	  that	  it	  was	  a	  scribe	  who	  selected	  and	  put	  the	  suitable	  chapters	  in	  a	  deliberate	  order.	  Could	  this	  not	  be	  the	  case?	  Here	  are	  a	  few	  arguments	  that	  disprove	  this	  option:	   1.	   The	   overlapping	   part	   in	  M	   and	  A	   III	   corresponds	   to	   an	   identical	  sequence	  of	  three	  chapters	  (M	  33,	  34	  and	  35).	  	  2.	  The	  manuscript	  witnesses	  to	  M	  (see	  Chapter	  3)	  generally	  provide	  the	  same	  sequence	  of	  chapters	  as	  that	  found	  in	  M	  (although	  some	  cases	  of	  slight	  deviations	  are	  present	  as	  well)105.	  To	  be	  fair,	  one	  needs	  to	  recall	  the	  opposite	  evidence	  as	  well.	  One	  of	  the	  most	   notable	   examples	   is	   BL	   India	   Office	   9,	   where	   we	   find	   the	   following	  sequence:	  M	  32	  +	  chapter	  from	  A	  III	  +	  M	  30.	  Does	  this	  order	  (and	  the	  one	  of	  M)	  reflect	  an	  authentic	  order?	  The	  present-­‐‑day	  evidence	  does	  not	  permit	  us	  to	  solve	  this	  issue.	  Thus,	  one	  can	  conclude	  that	  in	  their	  present	  form,	  M	  and	  A	  III	  basically	  provide	  an	  authentic	  sequence	  of	  chapters,	  although	  a	  slight	  rearrangement	  of	  the	  material	  in	  the	  course	  of	  the	  manuscript	  transmission	  of	  the	  text	  cannot	  be	  excluded.	  It	  is,	  after	  all,	  quite	  natural	  to	  see	  that	  the	  compilers	  of	  M	  and	  A	  III,	  while	  producing	  their	  selections,	  excerpted	  the	  relevant	  material	  in	  the	  order	  of	  the	  chapters	  as	  they	  were	  located	  in	  the	  original	  Book	  of	  Medicine.	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  9:	  M	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b.	  Contents	  	  Having	  established	  that	  M	  and	  A	  III	  come	  from	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  and	  that	  there	  is	  a	  sound	  proof	  that	  the	  extant	  texts	  generally	  provide	  the	  chapters	  in	  the	  same	  order	  as	  they	  were	  located	  in	  original	  text	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  it	  is	  now	  possible	  to	  enquire	  about	  the	  disposition	  of	  the	  material	  in	  the	  book.	  Chapter	  1	  of	  M	  fits	  very	  well	  as	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  entire	  treatise.	  It	  clarifies	   right	   from	  the	  beginning	   the	  author’s	  purpose	   to	  deal	  not	  only	  with	  spiritual	  matters,	  but	  also	  with	  physical	  (or	  natural)	  ones	  due	  to	  the	  importance	  of	  the	  interdependence	  between	  body	  and	  soul106:	  	  	  What	  is	  the	  aim	  of	  all	  our	  trouble	  in	  having	  prepared	  and	  in	  preparing	  now	  a	  collection	   of	   adequate	   reasons,	   but	   to	   enable	   the	   reader	   to	   think	   and	   to	  understand	  through	  all	  of	  them	  that	  we	  are	  and	  have	  been	  created	  a	  dual	  but	  united	  nature;	  and	  that	  our	  spiritual	  exercise	  is	  also	  dual	  but	  united,	  since	  it	  is	  performed	  by	  the	  senses	  of	  the	  body	  and	  by	  the	  faculties	  of	  the	  soul,	  jointly	  and	  fully?	  	  Further	   on	   the	   narrative	   tackles	   the	   sophisticated	   issues	   of	   the	   ascetic	   and	  mystical	   doctrine	   that	   leads	   to	   the	   contemplation	   of	   the	  Trinity	   through	   the	  fulfillment	   of	   the	   commandments	   and	   the	   control	   over	   one’s	   behaviour.	   It	   is	  worth	  repeating	  here	  that	  Šemʿōn	  does	  not	  treat	  the	  issues	  in	  a	  systematic	  way	  and	  it	   is	  only	  rarely	  that	  the	  two	  passages	  that	  follow	  one	  after	  the	  other	  are	  related	  on	  a	  conceptual	  level.	  What	  was	  just	  said	  about	  the	  ascetic	  contents	  fully	  corresponds	  to	  M	  1–32,	  whereas	  M	  33–39	  have	  a	  markedly	  psychological	  and	  physiological	   bent.	   The	   final	   passage	   41	   containing	  a	  chain	   of	  mournful	   self-­‐‑accusations	  can	  be	  safely	  considered	  as	  the	  final	  part	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  treatise.	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A	  distinct	  border	  between	  the	  two	  groups	  of	  chapters	  strongly	  suggests	  that	  Šemʿōn’s	  treatise	  was	  intentionally	  composed	  as	  divided	  into	  two	  parts.	  The	  first	  one	  dealt	  with	  the	  ascetic	  and	  mystical	  aspect	  of	  monastic	   life,	  while	  the	  second	  addresses	  issues	  on	  human	  physiology	  and	  the	  way	  it	  affects	  man.	  	  Another	  important	  issue	  to	  deal	  with	  is	  on	  the	  one	  hand	  the	  location	  of	  
A	  III	  in	  the	  body	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine,	  and	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  its	  correlation	  to	  M.	  Though	  there	  can	  be	  no	  doubt	  that	  A	  III	  belongs	  to	  the	  second,	  medical	  part	  of	   the	  Book	  of	  Medicine,	  nevertheless	   its	   relation	   to	  M	   is	  difficult	   to	  pinpoint	  exactly.	  Generally	  speaking,	  there	  seems	  to	  be	  no	  strict	  and	  consecutive	  logic	  that	  governs	  the	  composition	  of	  each	  of	  the	  parts	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine.	  The	  author	  touches	  upon	  various	  subjects	  that	  he	  finds	  relevant	  to	  his	  narration.	  We	  know	  that	  A	  III	  and	  M	  share	  a	  section	  of	  three	  chapters	  (M	  33–35).	  Does	  it	  mean	  that	  the	  preceding	  sections	  and	  the	  sections	  that	  follow	  up	  in	  A	  III	  were	  located	  directly	  before	  and	  after	   that	  particular	   section?	  Unfortunately,	   the	  available	  evidence	  does	  not	  allow	  us	  to	  clarify	  this	  problem.	  We	   can	   conclude	   by	   stating	   that	   the	  Book	   of	  Medicine	   by	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	   is	   a	   double	   layered	   theological	   composition,	   envisaged,	   both	   in	   its	  formal	  division	  and	  in	  its	  contents,	  to	  present	  an	  ascetic	  and	  mystical	  doctrine	  with	   special	   attention	   to	   the	   interdependence	   between	   the	   physical	   and	  spiritual	  aspects	  of	  human	  life.	  	  
c.	  Transmission	  history	  	  As	  argued	  in	  the	  present	  chapter,	  A	  III	  forms	  a	  part	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  by	  Šemʿōn.	   Another	   extant	   part	   of	   this	   treatise	   is	  M.	   Whereas	   the	   manuscript	  evidence	  for	  A	  III	  was	  provided	  in	  the	  given	  chapter,	  the	  witnesses	  to	  M	  were	  presented	  and	  discussed	  in	  the	  preceding	  one.	  A	  rationale	  for	  such	  a	  division	  is	  that	  M	  is	  more	  an	  ascetic	  and	  monastic	  text	  that	  was	  attributed	  to	  Šemʿōn	  and	  without	  difficulty	  fits	  to	  his	  profile.	  The	  text	  A	  III	  is	  of	  a	  different,	  mostly	  medical	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character,	   and	   does	   not	   readily	   lend	   itself	   to	   be	   considered	   as	   belonging	   to	  Šemʿōn’s	  corpus.	  Although	  so	  far	  the	  two	  texts	  were	  discussed	  separately,	  now	  that	  we	  have	  established	  a	  common	  origin	  of	  both,	  it	  is	  worthwhile	  to	  overview	  the	   entire	   history	   of	   the	   text,	   as	   it	   can	   be	   reconstructed	   through	   the	   extant	  manuscript	  witnesses.	  The	  Book	   of	  Medicine	  was	  written	   by	   Šemʿōn	   as	   a	   complete	   treatise	  somewhere	  in	  the	  second	  half	  of	  the	  7th	  century,	  but	  most	  probably	  closer	  to	  the	  8th	  century.	  The	  only	  explicit	  reference	  to	  this	  work	  of	  Šemʿōn	  is	  provided	  by	  the	  East	  Syriac	  author	  ʿAbdīšōʿ	  of	  Nisibis	  (d.	  1318),	  although	  it	  is	  not	  clear	  whether	  ʿAbdīšōʿ	  had	  direct	  access	  to	  the	  treatise	  or	  whether	  he	  was	  aware	  of	  it	  either	  from	  secondary	  (maybe	  historiographic?)	  sources,	  or	  had	  seen	  it	  in	  the	  form	  of	  selected	  fragments.	  As	  of	  today,	  there	  exists	  no	  complete	  copy	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  
Medicine107.	  	  The	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  had	  a	   twofold	  composition.	  The	  first	  part	  dealt	  with	  ‘spiritual	  medicine’,	  viz.	  an	  ascetic	  and	  mystical	  teaching	  aimed	  at	  assisting	  the	  purification	  from	  passions	  and	  approaching	  divine	  realities.	  The	  second	  part	  dealt	  with	  ‘bodily	  medicine’,	  and	  treated	  various	  issues	  of	  human	  anatomy	  and	  physiology.	  Apart	  from	  that	  division	  there	  seems	  to	  be	  no	  strict	  and	  consistent	  logic	   governing	   the	   narration	   in	   each	   part,	   nor	   does	   it	   seem	   that	   two	  components	   were	   strictly	   divided.	   The	   material	   is	   thus	   provided	   in	   a	   non-­‐‑systematic	  way.	  This	  twofold	  composition	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  had	  a	  decisive	  impact	  on	   the	   posterior	   history	   of	   the	   text.	  Whereas	   one	   compiler	  who	   selected	   the	  chapters	   to	   form	   the	   text	   of	  M	   was	   predominantly	   interested	   in	   monastic	  subjects,	   the	   other	   one	   who	   produced	   text	  A	   III	   was	   clearly	   more	   oriented	  towards	  the	  medical	  material.	  It	  comes	  as	  no	  surprise	  then	  that	  two	  texts	  were	  transmitted	   in	   different	   contexts:	  we	   find	  M	   in	   the	  manuscripts	   of	  monastic	  profile,	  but	  A	  III	  appears	  in	  the	  manuscripts	  that	  deal	  with	  medical	  and	  other	  
                                                                                                                107	  Given	  the	  transmission	  history	  of	  the	  text	  (predominantly	  in	  fragmentary	  form),	  the	  chance	  to	  find	  it	  is	  very	  slender.	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secular	  subjects.	  This	  fragmentation	  of	  the	  authentic	  text	  was	  facilitated	  by	  one	  important	  trait	  of	  the	  Šemʿōn’s	  Book	  of	  Medicine,	  namely	  the	  text	  was	  divided	  into	  separate	  chapters	  each	  one	  bearing	  a	  specific	  title.	  The	  date	  when	  either	  of	  the	  two	  texts	  (M	  and	  A	  III)	  was	  compiled	  cannot	  be	  securely	  ascertained,	  although	  the	  presence	  of	  the	  selected	  chapters	  in	  the	  manuscripts	  of	  the	  13th	  century	  is	  an	  important	  indication	  of	  the	  terminus	  ante	  
quem.	   Importantly,	  the	  witnesses	  to	  both	  parts	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  are	  not	  restricted	  to	  the	  original	  East	  Syriac	  tradition.	  They	  are	  important	  documents	  that	  record	  the	  fact	  that	  already	  in	  the	  medieval	  period	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  was	  taken	  over	  (in	  fragmentary	  form)	  by	  other	  Syriac	  traditions.	  Fragment	  from	  the	  text	  are	  attested	  in	  the	  Melkite	  tradition	  at	  the	  10th	  century	  whereas	  the	  earliest	  evidence	   from	   the	   Syrian	   Orthodox	   side	   goes	   back	   to	   the	   13th	   century.	  Interestingly	   enough,	   both	  M	   and	  A	   III	   are	   attested	   in	   the	   Syrian	   Orthodox	  tradition	  and	  the	  earliest	  attestations	  do	  not	  come	  from	  the	  period	  that	  would	  antedate	  13th	  century.	  Perhaps	  that	  transition	  should	  be	  seen	  in	  a	  wider	  context	  of	  the	  East	  Syriac	  literature	  in	  the	  period.	  	  Some	  chapters	  from	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  were	  clearly	  more	  preferred	  by	  the	  scribes	  and	  readers	  (for	  example,	  M	  3)	  that	  the	  others.	  One	  chapter	  (M	  26)	   was	   used	   in	   the	   Syrian	   Orthodox	   milieu	   for	   the	   production	   of	   an	  independent	  text,	  that	  had	  an	  extensive	  transmission	  history.	  To	  sum	  up,	  it	  seems	  that	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  was	  at	  a	  rather	  early	  stage	  subject	  to	  extraction	  of	  relevant	  material.	  This	  was	  due	  to	  its	  distinct	  twofold	  composition	  (‘ascetic’	  and	  ‘medical’),	  but	  also	  to	  its	  chapter	  division.	  A	  selection	  of	  medical	  material	  was	  circulating	  mostly	  in	  the	  context	  of	  other	  medical	  (or	  secular)	  texts,	  and	  eventually	  one	  of	  such	  compilations	  (that	  included	  A	  III)	  was	  borrowed	  by	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition.	  The	  selection	  of	  ascetic	  and	  mystical	  nature	  was	  much	  more	  popular,	  and	  some	  chapters	  were	  taken	  over	  rather	  early	  by	  both	  Melkite	  and	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieus.	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6.	  Quotations	  in	  the	  Lexicon	  of	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  
	  Apart	  from	  the	  evidence	  discussed	  above,	  there	  is	  another	  group	  of	  sources	  that	  might	  throw	  additional	  light	  on	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  by	  Šemʿōn.	  The	  Lexicon	  by	  Bar	   Bahlūl	   and	   the	   Kitāb	   al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	   of	   al-­‐‑Rāzī	   preserved	   a	   large	   number	   of	  quotations	   attributed	   to	   Šemʿōn.	   According	   to	   some	   scholars,	   all	   those	  quotations	  should	  be	  attributed	  to	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  The	  relevant	  evidence	  in	  those	   texts	   requires	   a	   special	   investigation	   to	   either	   prove	   or	   disprove	   its	  relationship	  to	  Šemʿōn	  and	  his	  Book	  of	  Medicine.	  Bar	  Bahlūl	   is	  mostly	  known	  for	  his	  Syriac	  Lexicon	   that	  was	  edited	  by	  Rubens	   Duval.	   The	   biographical	   information	   about	   Bar	   Bahlūl	   is	   sparse.	  We	  know	  that	  he	  must	  have	  been	  most	  productive	  around	  the	  year	  963.	  Apart	  from	  his	  Lexicon,	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  translated	  into	  Arabic	  a	  number	  of	  works,	  such	  as	  Ibn	  Sarābiyūn’s	  Small	  Compendium	  and	  Theophrastus’	  Meteorology.	  He	  is	  also	  the	  author	  of	  a	  Book	  of	  Indications,	  written	  in	  Arabic108.	  
Lexicon	   contains	   a	   large	   number	   of	   quotations	   from	   otherwise	  unattested	   Syriac	   texts109	   by	   such	   authors	   as	   Abraham	   bar	   Dašandad,	   Bar	  Sarošwī,	  Benyāmīn,	  Dīmaṭ,	  Zakaryā	  of	  Merw,	  Šamlī.	  The	  text	  of	  the	  Lexicon	  has	  not	  yet	  been	  investigated	  thoroughly	  as	  an	  important	  source	  for	  the	  lost	  works.	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  is	  mentioned	  five	  times	  in	  the	  Lexicon110.	  
 1.	  col.	  36:	  
ܐܕ*ZBܘܢ ܐ*k 012#ܢ ܕ4"5#̣ܬܗ 019 ܗܘ ܕ=S59 JA%"9 ܕDB*k @2#̣^ !1B!29 اﻗﻮل اﺳﻢ 
اﻟﺤﺠﺎب اﻻوّل اﻟﺬى ﻳﻐﺸﻰ اﻟﺠﻨﻴﻦ ﻓﻰ اﻟﺮﺣﻢ اذﻳﻄﺮون܀	   	  Foetus	   involucrum	   (adīṭrōn).	   [Syr.]	   According	   to	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	   it	   is	   the	  name	  of	  the	  first	  diaphragm	  that	  surrounds	  the	  embryo	  in	  the	  belly.	  [Ar.]	  I	  say	  
                                                                                                                108	  Editions:	  Ḥabbī	  1987,	  Sezgin	  1985.	  109	  On	  the	  sources	  of	  the	  Lexicon,	  see	  Chabot	  1901,	  pp.	  xiii-­‐‑xxiv.	  110	  They	  were	  conveniently	  listed	  by	  Chabot	  1901,	  p.	  xxiv.	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that	  the	  name	  of	  the	  first	  diaphragm	  which	  surrounds	  the	  embryo	  in	  the	  womb	  is	  foetus	  involucrum	  (aḏīṭrōn).	  	  Commentary:	  According	   to	   the	   Thesaurus	   syriacus	   the	   given	   occurrence	   of	   the	   Syr.	   word	  
adīṭrōn	   (<	   Gr.	   τὸ	   δεύτερον111)	   is	   a	   unique	   one112.	   Both	   parts	   of	   the	   passage	  (Syriac	  and	  Arabic)	  provide	  identical	  statement.	  	  2.	  col.	  83:	  
ܐܘRܵG %Ḥ[9 ܕܐܘRܵG %ܼܿAḊB @I 012#ܢ ܕ4"5#̣ܬܗ !2lܵ!9 ܕܪ*H9 ُدﻫﻦ اﻟﻨﻴﻠﻮﻓﺮ܀ 	  Water-­‐‑lily	   (awpāl).	   [Syr.]	  The	  oil	  of	   the	  water-­‐‑lily	   is	  mentioned	  by	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  while	  dealing	  with	  bands	  for	  head.	  [Ar.]	  Oil	  of	  the	  water-­‐‑lily.	  	  Commentary:	  According	  to	  the	  Thesaurus	  syriacus	  the	  given	  occurrence	  of	  the	  Syr.	  word	  awpal	  is	  a	  unique	  one.	  The	  authors	  suggest	  that	  the	  word	  comes	  from	  the	  Persian	  ful	  ‘water-­‐‑lilly’113.	  Other	  dictionaries	  seem	  not	  to	  know	  the	  word.	  The	  Arabic	  part	  is	  more	  concise	  and	  provides	  only	  a	  translation	  of	  the	  word,	  while	  omitting	  the	  reference	  to	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  	  3.	  col.	  463:	  
O#ܵ*ܵ9 اﻗﻮل اﻟﺠﻮف اﻻﺣﺸﺎء !+,,,,,,,,,,,  l . اﺍﻟﺒﻄﻦ DA ܙJ"ܼe9 +,,ܘ .. O#ܵ*ܵ9 ܐ*&ܝ ܐ8#ܢ )%ܼܿADB @Iܘܢ mss	   HF( 012#ܢ ܕ4"5#ܬܗ !AܘD& %T]:9 اﻟﺨﺼﻴﺎن܀	  
                                                                                                                111	  For	  explanation	  of	  the	  Greek	  term,	  see	  for	  instance,	  a	  gynecological	  treatise	  of	  Soranus	  (Temkin	  1991,	  p.	  58).	  112	  Payne	  Smith	  1879,	  col.	  37.	  113	  Payne	  Smith	  1879,	  col.	  85	  (cf.	  Steingass	  1892,	  p.	  936).	  The	  word	  is	  missing	  from	  the	  dictionary	  of	  the	  Persian	  loan	  words	  in	  Syriac	  by	  Ciancaglini,	  Ciancaglini	  2008).	  The	  Arabic	  nīlūfar	  is	  a	  borrowing	  from	  another	  Persian	  word	  nīrūfar	  with	  the	  same	  meaning	  (Steingass	  1892,	  p.	  1441),	  whereas	  the	  Persian	  word	  itself	  is	  of	  Sanskrit	  origin	  and	  is	  also	  known	  to	  exist	  in	  Syriac	  (Payne	  Smith	  1901,	  cols.	  2361,	  2366).	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Intestine	  (gwāyā).	  [Ar.]	  I	  say	  of	  the	  intestine	  of	  the	  body	  [Syr.]	  Gwāyā	  is	  referred	  to	  (mss.	  var.	  he	  mentions	  them)	  by	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  in	  the	  place	  concerning	  eunuchs.	  [Ar.]	  Eunuchs.	  	  	  Commentary:	  The	  Arabic	  part	   is	  more	  concise	  and	  provides	  only	  a	  translation	  of	  the	  word,	  while	  omitting	  a	  relevant	  reference	  to	  an	  authority.	  	  4.	  col.	  1168:	  
%Hܼ[9 ܕܐܼܘRܹG %ܼܿADB @I 012#ܢ ܕ4"5#ܬܗ܀ 	  The	  oil	  of	  ʾūpēl	  is	  mentioned	  by	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  	  Commentary:	  It	  is	  not	  clear	  if	   ūpēl	  is	  different	  from	  awpāl	  (see	  citation	  no.	  2	  above).	  Thesaurus	  
syriacus	  does	  not	  provide	  an	  explanation	  for	  the	  former.	  The	  text	  contains	  no	  Arabic	  counterpart.	  
 5.	  col.	  2013:	  
0ܹB*ܵQ9 ܕ=ܼܿBܘ:#ܬ/ ̇ܐ%B 012#ܢ ܕ4"5#ܬܗ ܕ:̇S\ %U @59 ܘ%Hܼܿ1I*U @I %ܼܿYܵB<. ḞZy %QAܪ*_ 
ܘ̇ܐܬ/ @[#%Bܬ/ JA%a*&/ ܕJAܵ^. ܘḞZe9 8̇[& %ܹlF&̇ JܼܿQ"9 @"ܼܿHZ9 ܘ8̇[& @[ܹS59 )@Sܸ59 PS( RܵBܘ09. ܘḞZy :̇S\ %ܹlF&̇ ܗ@"U ܐܪ!p F#J5]ܬ/ ܕ@W# ܕ%Ḧ1HU @Yt ܘȮA09 !I*U 
=Q#J"9 DS5Q9. ܘ%ܼܿ#R9 ![#%Bܬ/ ܕ=ܼܿ1ܹ_ ܕJAܵ^܀	   	  Rough	  artery.	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  says	  that	  it	  ascends	  from	  heart	  [where	  it]	  is	  called	  ‘a	  lowest	  part	  of	  trachea’;	  then	  it	  immediately	  returns	  and	  goes	  to	  the	  first	  vertebra	  of	  the	  neck;	  then	  returns	  and	  descends	  between	  pipe	  and	  gullet	  and	  descends	  to	  the	  diaphragm	  [var.:	  heart];	  it	  returns	  and	  ascends	  amid	  those	  four	  inner	  muscles	   that	   administer	   the	   voice	  and	   it	   is	   in	   them	   that	   occurs	  canine	  suffocation;	  and	  it	  ceases	  in	  the	  fifth	  vertebra	  of	  the	  neck.	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Commentary:	  Text	   deals	  with	   the	   anatomical	   location	   of	   trachea	   (Gr.	   ἡ	   τραχεῖα	   ἀρτερία	   –	  ‘rough	  artery’).	  The	  text	  contains	  no	  Arabic	  counterpart.	  Cf.	  a	  somewhat	  similar	  passage	  in	  the	  Syriac	  Book	  of	  medicines114:	  ‘[…]	  because	  the	  esophagus	  ( *HZ9 ),	  which	  is	  situated	  in	  the	  throat	  ( OWBܬ/ )	  and	  called	  the	   ‘rough	  artery’	  ( 0B*Q9 
=Bܘ:9 ),	  is	  distributed	  throughout	  the	  lungs	  in	  the	  same	  way	  as	  the	  artery	  that	  comes	  to	  it	  from	  the	  heart	  ( ܐ*k ܕܐܦ 0B*Q9 ܗ̇ܘ ܕ̇ܐܬ/ @İ %̣U @59 )’.	  	  All	   five	  quotations	  clearly	  demonstrate	   their	  author’s	   thorough	  knowledge	  of	  anatomy	  (no.	  1,	  3),	  physiology	  (no.	  5)	  and	  pharmacology	  (no.	  2,	  4).	  We	  know	  that	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  was	  well	  aware	  of	   the	   lexicographical	  and	  medical	   literature,	  which	  he	  extensively	  used	  while	  compiling	  the	  Lexicon.	  Thus,	  the	  use	  of	  the	  work	  that	   is	   cited	   with	   an	   attribution	   to	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	   by	   Bar	   Bahlūl	   is	   an	  indication	   that	  he	  considered	   them	  as	  authoritative	  ones	  with	   respect	   to	   the	  elucidation	  of	  particular	  medical	  terms.	  Next,	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  understand	  Bar	  Bahlūl’s	  approach	  to	  his	  sources,	  for	  it	  will	  enable	  us	  to	  assess	  how	  accurately	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  handled	  the	  texts.	  One	  may	   wonder	   whether	   Bar	   Bahlūl	   was	   faithfully	   reproducing	   the	   texts,	   or	  whether	   he	   was	   handling	   them	   according	   to	   the	   requirements	   of	   his	   own	  narrative	   with	   the	   risk	   of	   corrupting	   the	   original.	   Regrettably,	   neither	   the	  contents	   of	   the	   Lexicon	   nor	   the	   author’s	   approach	   to	   his	   sources	   have	   been	  sufficiently	  studied.	  Fortunately,	  there	  are	  some	  studies	  providing	  an	  analysis	  of	   the	   quotations	   attributed	   to	   a	   particular	   author.	   For	   instance,	   Peter	   E.	  Pormann	   examined	   the	   quotations	   from	   Paul	   of	   Aegina’s	   πραγματεία	   in	   the	  
Lexicon	   and	   reached	   the	  conclusion	   that	  Bar	  Bahlūl’s	   text	   contains	  a	   reliable	  version	  of	  Paul’s	  treatise115.	  This	  observation	  provides	  an	  important	  argument	  in	   favour	   of	   the	   faithful	   reproduction	   by	  Bar	  Bahlūl	   of	   the	   text(s)	   that	  were	  accessible	  to	  him	  with	  an	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  
                                                                                                                114	  Budge	  1913,	  vol.	  1,	  p.	  217	  [ed.],	  vol.	  2	  p.	  242	  [tr.].	  115	  Pormann	  2004,	  pp.	  14–20.	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One	  significant	  feature	  of	  the	  evidence	  provided	  by	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  requires	  an	  explanation.	  The	  first	  three	  quotations	  demonstrate	  that	  the	  Syriac	  text	  was	  supplemented	  by	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  with	  an	  Arabic	  translation	  of	  the	  key	  words116.	  This	  might	   be	   explained	   by	   Bar	   Bahlūl’s	   willingness	   to	  make	   the	   contents	   of	   the	  citations	  better	  accessible	   to	   those	  Syriac	  Christians	  who	  by	   the	  10th	   century	  were	  more	  familiar	  with	  Arabic	  in	  domains	  that	  were	  better	  developed	  in	  the	  Islamic	  culture	  at	  that	  time,	  such	  as	  philosophy	  and	  medicine.	  The	  question	  about	  those	  Arabic	  insertions	  is	  whether	  all	  of	  them	  (in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  Syriac	  sources)	  are	  mere	  ad	  hoc	  translations	  of	  the	  original	  texts,	  or	  whether	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  consulted	  the	  available	  Arabic	  translations	  of	  these	  texts.	  Although	  this	  issue	  has	  not	  received	  scholarly	  attention,	  it	  is	  easy	  to	  imagine	  that	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  translated	  the	  citations	  himself	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  the	  Syriac	  sources.	  Nevertheless,	   the	   study	   of	   the	   citation	   from	   Paul	   of	   Aegina’s	   πραγματεία	  demonstrates	  that	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  used	  both	  Syriac	  and	  Arabic	  translations	  of	  the	  treatise117.	  What	  can	  be	  said	  about	  the	  Arabic	  insertions	  in	  the	  citations	  attributed	  to	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh?	  Did	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  indeed	  have	  access	  to	  the	  Syriac	  original	  and	  to	  an	  extant	  Arabic	  translation?	  This	  issue	  is	  difficult	  to	  solve	  since	  there	  no	  comparable	  material	  and	  therefore	  the	  question	  be	  dealt	  with	  limitations	  to	  the	  citations	  themselves.	  The	  five	  citations	  can	  be	  subdivided	  as	  follows:	  	  1.	  complete	  translation	  of	  the	  Syriac	  text	  (no.	  1)	  2.	  translation	  of	  the	  lemma	  and	  of	  certain	  words	  in	  the	  Syriac	  text	  (no.	  2,	  3)	  3.	  no	  Arabic	  translation	  (no.	  4,	  5)	  	  
                                                                                                                116	  However,	  it	  is	  worth	  noting	  that	  the	  presence	  of	  the	  Arabic	  insertions	  is	  not	  a	  constant	  element	  of	  the	  manuscript	  tradition	  of	  the	  Lexicon.	  Thus,	  for	  instance,	  they	  are	  lacking	  in	  Sachau	  212/213.	  I	  am	  not	  aware	  of	  any	  discussion	  of	  that	  peculiarity.	  117	  Pormann	  2004,	  p.	  20.	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The	  first	  citation	  that	  was	  fully	  rendered	  into	  Arabic	  leaves	  the	  possibility	  open	  that	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  indeed	  might	  have	  used	  an	  Arabic	  translation	  of	  the	  treatise.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  citations	  2	  and	  3	  contain	  a	  translation	  of	  the	  key	  words	  only,	  and	  rather	  suggest	   that	   the	  Arabic	   insertions	  were	  made	  by	  Bar	  Bahlūl	   to	  clarify	  those	  particular	  words	  to	  the	  reader.	  Finally,	  citations	  4	  and	  5	  contain	  no	  Arabic	  insertions.	   Citation	   4	   is	   indeed	   very	   simple	   and	   does	   not	   require	   any	  clarification,	  while	  citation	  5	  does	  contain	  many	  technical	  terms	  that	  could	  be	  misunderstood.	  If	  in	  the	  case	  of	  citation	  4	  one	  can	  still	  imagine	  that	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  did	  not	  find	  it	  necessary	  to	  clarify	  the	  simple	  text,	  while	  having	  access	  to	  the	  Arabic	  translation,	  the	  absence	  of	  any	  Arabic	  insertion	  in	  citation	  5	  seems	  to	  be	  a	  proof	  that	  he	  did	  not	  have	  an	  Arabic	  translation	  at	  his	  disposal	  that	  could	  be	  easily	  used.	  All	  in	  all,	  the	  cumulative	  evidence	  of	  the	  five	  citations	  attributed	  to	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  does	   not	   allow	  us	   to	   conclude	   that	  Bar	  Bahlūl	   had	   ready	  access	  to	  an	  Arabic	  translation	  of	  the	  text(s).	  Rather,	   it	  seems	  much	  probable	  that	  the	  available	  Arabic	  insertions	  were	  deliberately	  made	  by	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  for	  the	  sake	  of	  elucidation.	  	  
7.	  Quotations	  in	  Arabic	  medical	  texts	  
a.	  Quotations	  in	  the	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  of	  al-­‐‑Rāzī	  
	  Abū	  Bakr	  Muḥammad	   ibn	  Zakarīyāʾ	  al-­‐‑Rāzī	   (ca.	  865-­‐‑925	  or	  935)	   is	   the	  great	  Muslim	  polymath	  that	  has	  been	  long	  known	  in	  the	  Europe	  as	  Rhazes.	  He	  is	  the	  author	   of	  many	   important	   contributions	   to	  Arabic	   philosophy	   and	  medicine.	  Among	  the	  most	  comprehensive	  of	  al-­‐‑Rāzī’s	  medical	  work	  is	  the	  so-­‐‑called	  Kitāb	  
al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  that	  was	  translated	  into	  Latin	  under	  the	  title	  Liber	  Continens.	  This	  is	  a	  medical	   encyclopedia	   consisting	   of	   an	   enormous	   number	   of	   excerpts	   from	  Greek,	   Indian	   and	   Arabic	  medical	   sources.	   This	   extensive	  work	   takes	   up	   23	  volumes	  in	  the	  Hyderabad	  edition.	  Al-­‐‑Rāzī	  did	  not	  live	  to	  finish	  the	  work	  and	  it	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was	   completed	   by	   his	   disciples.	   It	   is,	   however,	   believed	   that	   al-­‐‑Rāzī	   never	  intended	   to	  publish	   the	  work,	   rather	   it	  was	  used	  by	  him	  as	  a	  basis	   for	  more	  concrete	  medical	  writings.	  The	  work	  was	  poorly	  edited118	  and	  remains	  largely	  unexploited.	  The	  manuscript	  tradition	  of	  the	  work	  is	  not	  stable	  and	  there	  are	  variations	  in	  the	  division	  of	  this	  extensive	  work	  as	  well	  as	  in	  the	  text	  itself.	  There	  is	  a	  critical	  edition	  of	  the	  first	  Book	  only119.	  Despite	  this	  situation,	  scholars	  have	  appreciated	  al-­‐‑Rāzī’s	  encyclopedia	  as	  a	  valuable	  source	  for	  our	  knowledge	  of	  the	  early	  Islamic	  medicine	  in	  general,	  as	  well	  as	  a	  witness	  to	  certain	  (especially	  lost)	  medical	  treatises120.	  In	   the	   medical	   book	   of	   al-­‐‑Rāzī	   one	   may	   find	   some	   sixty	   quotations	  attributed	   to	  a	  certain	  Šimʿūn121.	  Before	  dealing	  with	   the	  authorship	  of	   those	  passages,	  let	  us	  review	  their	  contents	  in	  the	  order	  in	  which	  they	  appear	  in	  the	  text.	  	  	  	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  1,	  p.	  29,	  lines	  4–8:	  treatment	  of	  the	  loss	  of	  sensation	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  1,	  p.	  29,	  lines	  9–10:	  trembling	  of	  the	  hands	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  1,	  p.	  29,	  lines	  11–14:	  hemiplegia	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  1,	  p.	  56:	  vertigo	  (duwār)	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  1,	  p.	  73:	  melancholy	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  1,	  p.	  107–108:	  facial	  paralysis	  (laqua)	  especially	  during	  the	  winter	  
                                                                                                                118	  Bryson	  2001,	  pp.	  121–122.	  119	  Bryson	  2001,	  pp.	  139–273.	  120	  ‘…eine	  Fundgrube	  ersten	  Ranges’	  (Ullmann	  1970,	  p.	  130);	  ‘The	  Hāwī	  is	  a	  source	  of	  information	  which	  unique	  and	  rich…’	  (Bryson	  2001,	  p.	  8),	  see	  also	  Kahl	  2004,	  Kahl	  2008.	  121	  The	  list	  of	  quotations	  from	  Šimʿūn	  was	  provided	  independently	  by	  Sezgin	  (Sezgin	  1970,	  p.	  179)	  and	  Ullmann	  (Ullmann	  1970,	  pp.	  100–101).	  I	  followed	  the	  latter	  one,	  since	  it	  is	  more	  accurate.	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al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  1,	  p.	  133:	  epilepsy	  (ṣarʿ)	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  1,	  p.	  158:	  spasm	  (tašannuǧ)	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  1,	  p.	  207:	  madness	  (haḏayān)	  and	  hydrophobia	  (kalab),	  brain	  tumor	  (waram	  ad-­‐‑dimāġ).	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  1,	  p.	  241:	  headache	  (ṣudʿ)	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  2,	  p.	  23:	  pains	  of	  the	  ear	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  2,	  p.	  128:	  lice	  in	  the	  eyelashes	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  2,	  p.	  177:	  an	  eye	  disease	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  3,	  p.	  23–24:	  an	  earache	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  3,	  p.	  69:	  nosebleed	  (ruʿāf)	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  3,	  p.	  104:	  phlegm,	  expectoration	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  3,	  p.	  191:	  ulcer	  (qarḥ)	  and	  pimples	  in	  the	  mouth	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  3,	  p.	  211:	  tongue	  disease/problem	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  3,	  p.	  264:	  swelling	  of	  uvula	  (lahāh)	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  4,	  p.	  101:	  phthisis,	  tuberculosis	  (sill/sull)	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  4,	  p.	  166:	  expectoration	  of	  pus	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al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  5,	  p.	  157:	  hiccoughs	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  5,	  p.	  183:	  problems	  with	  appetite	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  5,	  p.	  206:	  gastric	  flu	  (haiḍa)	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  6,	  p.	  174–175:	  various	  recipies	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  7,	  p.	  4:	  lactation	  without	  pregnancy	  and	  sexual	  intercourse	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  7,	  p.	  24:	  names	  of	  plants	  for	  treating	  certain	  heart	  problems	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  7,	  p.	  150:	  obstruction	  in	  the	  throat	  (sadda	  fi	  l-­‐‑fam)	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  7,	  p.	  198:	  about	  dropsy	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  7,	  p.	  270:	  dropsy	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  7,	  p.	  284:	  inflammation	  of	  the	  spleen	  (ṭuḥāl)	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  8,	  p.	  26:	  ulcer/sore	  (qarḥa),	  dysentery	  	  al–Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  8,	  p.	  127–8:	  colic	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  8,	  p.	  129:	  colic	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  9,	  p.	  15:	  inflated	  belly	  without	  pregnancy	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  9,	  p.	  63–4:	  liquefaction/flowing	  of	  liquid	  out	  of	  the	  women’s	  womb	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al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  9,	  p.	  93–4:	  prediction	  of	  child’s	  sex	  and	  signs	  of	  the	  pregnancy	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  9,	  p.	  133:	  treatment	  to	  expel	  foetus	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  9,	  p.	  185:	  swelling	  of	  the	  buttock	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  10,	  p.	  24:	  burning	  in	  the	  bladder	  	  vol.	  10,	  p.	  104:	  kidney	  stones	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  10,	  p.	  162:	  problems	  with	  urination	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  10,	  p.	  231:	  problems	  with	  testicles	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  10,	  p.	  262:	  premature	  ejaculation	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  10,	  p.	  289:	  recipe	  for	  elevation	  of	  desire	  for	  sexual	  intercourse	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  11,	  p.	  39:	  dysentery,	  rectal	  problems	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  11,	  p.	  90:	  reasons	  for	  hunchback	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  11,	  p.	  150–151:	  sciatica	  (ʿarq	  an-­‐‑nasa)	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  13,	  p.	  197:	  crack	  nerves	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  14,	  p.	  27:	  acute	  fevers	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  14,	  p.	  227–228:	  sweat	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al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  15,	  p.	  27:	  fever	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  15,	  p.	  119:	  tertian	  fever	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  15,	  p.	  210:	  cleaning	  the	  house	  in	  case	  of	  infectious	  disease	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  16,	  p.	  64:	  disease	  of	  phlegm	  	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  16,	  p.	  106–107:	  fever	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  16,	  p.	  143:	  phlegm	  fever	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  16,	  p.	  184:	  semi-­‐‑tertian	  fever	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  16,	  p.	  304–305:	  kinds	  of	  fevers	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  19,	  p.	  269:	  the	  bite	  of	  the	  scorpion	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  19,	  p.	  345:	  poison	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  19,	  p.	  348:	  healing	  of	  the	  bite	  of	  the	  insect	  	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  19,	  p.	  380:	  side	  effects	  of	  the	  arsenic	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  19,	  p.	  381:	  the	  bite	  of	  blister	  beetle	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  19,	  p.	  427:	  taking	  poison	  out	  of	  the	  body	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  19,	  p.	  439:	  the	  bite	  of	  the	  rabid	  dog	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al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  23.1,	  p.	  213–214:	  how	  to	  protect	  oneself	  in	  a	  desert	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  23.1,	  p.	  312:	  balding	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  23.2,	  p.	  8:	  dark	  spots	  in	  the	  face	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  23.2,	  p.	  93–94:	  vitiligo	  	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  23.2,	  p.	  199–200:	  hair	  improvement	  	  
Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  normally	  introduces	  quotation	  from	  Šimʿūn	  using	  one	  of	  the	  two	  formulas	  (qālā	  Šimʿūn	  or	  merely	  Šimʿūn),	  except	  the	  two	  occurrences	  where	  al-­‐‑Rāzī	  changes	  the	  standard	  way	  of	  referring	  to	  Šimʿūn	  and	  says:	  ‘Šimʿūn	  about	  poisons’	   (Šimʿūn	   fī	   al-­‐‑sumūm)122.	   One	   might	   consider	   the	   last	   example	   as	  indicating	   the	   title	   of	   a	   work	   (‘Šimʿūn	   [in	   his	   Book]	   about	   poisons	   [says]’).	  However,	  Ullmann	  argued	  that	  ‘die	  Lemmata	  Šimʿūn	  fī	  s-­‐‑Sumūm	  beziehen	  sich	  vermutlich	   nicht	  auf	  ein	  eigenes	  Giftbuch,	   sondern	  nur	   auf	   die	  einschlägigen	  Passagen	  des	  Handbuches	  des	  Šemʿōn’123.	  As	  demonstrated	  by	  the	  present	  listing,	  the	  quotations	  are	  scattered	  in	  different	   parts	   of	   the	   encyclopedia	   of	   al-­‐‑Rāzī	   and	   deal	  with	   various	   cases	   of	  pathology,	  therapy	  and	  pharmacology.	  	  The	  examination	  of	  the	  contents	  of	  the	  passages	  shows	  that	  the	  author	  had	  a	  deep	  knowledge	  of	  various	  areas	  of	  medicine,	  and	  his	  main	  aim	  was	  to	  deal	   with	   the	   treatment	   of	   human	   diseases	   that	   he	   was	   able	   to	   achieve	  masterfully	  applying	  a	  whole	  range	  of	  medicinal	  ingredients.	  Folk	  medicine	  is	  present	  too.	  	  
                                                                                                                122	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  19,	  p.	  269,	  p.	  439.	  123	  Ullmann	  1970,	  p.	  101.	  
526130-L-bw-Geurts
Processed on: 7-11-2018 PDF page: 195
Chapter  III.  The  Book  of  Medicine  of  Šemʿōn  d-­‐Ṭaibūtēh  
 175 
If	  the	  veins	  of	  the	  pregnant	  woman’s	  legs	  are	  red,	  then	  she	  bears	  a	  boy;	  if	  they	  are	  black	  –	  girl.	  When	  the	  right	  breast	  is	  bigger,	  then	  –	  boy,	  when	  the	  left	  breast	  is	  bigger	  –	  girl.	  When	  milk	  comes	  from	  the	  right	  breast	  –	  boy,	  when	  from	  the	  left	  –	  girl124.	  	  	  We	  see	  in	  this	  passage	  a	  reiteration	  of	  the	  widespread	  belief	  that	  was	  known	  already	  in	  ancient	  Greece	  and	  which	  established	  a	  close	  correlation	  between	  the	  right	  side	  and	  the	  male,	  the	  left	  side	  and	  the	  female125.	  Its	  medical	  discussion	  is	  presented	   in	   the	   works	   of	   Hippocrates126,	   and	   being	   approved	   by	   Galen,	   it	  became	  part	  of	  the	  medical	  lore,	  echoed	  in	  European127	  and	  Jewish128	  traditions	  during	  the	  middle	  ages.	  	  The	  symptoms	  of	  melancholy	  are	  depression,	  sadness,	  fear,	  angry,	  hatred	  of	  the	  people,	  love	  of	  seclusion,	  angry	  with	  himself	  and	  with	  others.	  He	  said	  that	  the	  one	  [who	  has	  melancholy]	  should	  go	  to	  bath	  in	  his	  house	  and	  not	  to	  a	  [public]	  bathhouse	  and	  he	  should	  be	  given	  fresh	  food	  full	  of	  fat	  and	  the	  easiest	  to	  digest	  and	  he	  should	  travel	  and	  visit	  the	  houses,	  meet	  the	  people,	  listen	  to	  them	  and	  to	  drink	  with	  them129.	  	  	  This	   presentation	   of	  melancholy	   is	   in	   full	   agreement	  with	   the	  Greek	   one,	   as	  introduced	   already	   by	   Rufus	   of	   Ephesus130,	   whose	   teaching	   remained	   the	  authority	  on	  the	  subject	  up	  until	  the	  modern	  era.	  It	  is	  worth	  noting	  that	  despite	  the	  general	  character	  of	  the	  quotation,	  I	  did	  not	  manage	  to	  find	  in	  the	  available	  literature	  an	  advice	  regarding	  the	  attendance	  of	  the	  baths.	  
                                                                                                                124	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  9,	  pp.	  93–94	  125	  Lloyd	  1962,	  Forbes	  1959.	  126	  Epidemics	  2	  (16.15,	  6.2.25),	  Aphorisms	  (5.38,	  48).	  	  127	  Baldwin	  1994,	  p.	  207;	  Prudence	  1985,	  p.	  454.	  128	  Trachtenberg	  1939,	  p.	  189.	  129	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  1,	  p.	  73.	  130	  The	  original	  Greek	  text	  is	  lost.	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These	   two	   examples	   demonstrate,	   on	   the	   one	   hand,	   an	   evident	  dependence	  on	  the	  Greek	  medical	  tradition,	  and	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  the	  practical	  and	   therapeutical	   character	   of	   the	   text	   from	   which	   al-­‐‑Rāzī	   borrowed	   the	  quotations.	  	  When	   studying	   the	   quotations	   preserved	   in	   Kitāb	   al-­‐‑Ḥāwī,	   it	   is	  important	  to	  evaluate	  how	  faithfully	  al-­‐‑Rāzī	  reproduced	  the	  sources.	  That	  is	  to	  know	  whether	   the	  evidence	  provided	  by	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	   is	   reliable	  and	  can	  be	  used	  for	  further	  analysis.	  Regrettably,	  the	  sources	  for	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  have	  not	  yet	  been	   satisfactorily	   investigated131.	   Normally	   scholars	   approached	   the	   issue,	  while	   studying	  quotations	   from	  one	  particular	   text.	  Thus,	  Oliver	  Kahl	  argued	  recently	  that	  al-­‐‑Rāzī	  quoted	  from	  the	  anonymous	  Old	  Dispensatory	  ‘with	  great	  accuracy’132.	  The	  conclusion	  was	  deduced	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  the	  evidence	  of	  Kitāb	  
al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	   only,	   for	   the	   text	   of	  Old	  Dispensatory	   is	   otherwise	   lost.	   The	   opposite	  opinion	  was	  proposed	  by	  scholars	  able	  to	  juxtapose	  the	  quotations	  in	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑
Ḥāwī	   with	   extant	   texts.	   Thus,	   Ursula	  Weisser	   analyzed	   the	   quotations	   from	  Galen’s	  De	  methodo	  medendi	  and	  demonstrated	  that	  al-­‐‑Rāzī	  provides	  quotations	  with	  a	  different	  degree	  of	  accuracy	   (although	  more	  often	  paraphrasing)	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  original133.	  Bryson	  closely	  investigated	  the	  quotations	  in	  Book	  1	  and	  reached	  similar	  conclusions134:	   ‘Evidence	  that	  Rāzī	  copied	  texts	  word	  for	  word	  at	  least	  some	  of	  the	  time	  seems	  to	  be	  scant.	  I	  have	  not	  been	  able	  to	  find	  any	  passage	  in	  Book	  One	  of	  the	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  which	  are	  precise,	  direct	  quotations	  from	  an	  identifiable	  source’135.	  Most	  recently	  Bryson’s	  evaluation	  was	  supported	  by	  Peter	  E.	  Pormann136.	  It	  is	  also	  possible	  that	  al-­‐‑Rāzī	  did	  not	  use	  the	  original	  sources,	   but	   pre-­‐‑existing	   summaries	   that	   might	   contain	   rearranged	   and	  paraphrased	  material.	  Finally,	  Pormann	  makes	  the	  following	  observation	  of	  the	  methodological	  character	  regarding	  the	  use	  of	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  for	  the	  recovery	  of	  
                                                                                                                131	  Not	  to	  say	  that	  the	  edition	  of	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  does	  not	  correspond	  to	  the	  standards	  of	  critical	  work.	  132	  Kahl	  2004,	  p.	  290.	  133	  Weisser	  1997,	  p.	  282.	  134	  Bryson	  2001,	  pp.	  19–73.	  135	  Bryson	  2001,	  p.	  23.	  136	  Pormann	  2004,	  pp.	  60–92.	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the	  lost	  works:	  ‘…without	  corroborative	  evidence,	  one	  has	  to	  be	  skeptical	  about	  the	  accuracy,	  the	  order,	  and	  even	  the	  sense	  of	  what	  al-­‐‑Rāzī	  reports.	  It	  is	  more	  likely	  than	  not	  that	  he	  strongly	  paraphrases	  the	  original’137.	  	  	   Thus,	  al-­‐‑Rāzī’s	  handling	  of	  the	  sources	  does	  not	  provide	  us	  with	  reliable	  material	  that	  could	  be	  considered	  as	  an	  accurate	  quotation	  from	  an	  original	  text.	  Nevertheless,	  the	  presence	  of	  some	  sixty	  quotations	  –	  if	  indeed	  coming	  from	  the	  pen	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  –	  even	  in	  recast	  form,	  can	  be	  considered	  as	  a	  valuable	  material	  for	  a	  possible	  reconstitution	  of	  the	  lost	  treatise.	  Fortunately,	  in	  the	  case	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  medical	   treatise,	   there	  are	  also	  other	  witnesses	  of	   the	  work	   that	  provide	  material	  for	  comparison.	  For	  that	  reason,	  I	  would	  like	  to	  postpone	  the	  discussion	  of	  the	  quotations’	  authorship	  until	  all	  the	  available	  evidence	  for	  the	  medical	  treatise	  of	  Šemʿōn	  is	  presented.	  	  
b.	  Quotations	  in	  other	  Arabic	  medical	  treatises	  
	  
b1.	  One	  occurrence	  of	  the	  name	  of	  a	  certain	  Šimʿūn	  features	  in	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑ǧāmiʿ	  li-­‐‑
mufradāt	  al-­‐‑adwiya	  wa-­‐‑’l-­‐‑aġḏiya	  (Compendium	  of	  Simple	  Drugs	  and	  Food)	  of	  Ibn	  al-­‐‑Baiṭār138.	   Abū	   Muḥammad	   ʿAbd	   Allāh	   b.	   Aḥmad	   al-­‐‑Dīn	   b.	   al-­‐‑Baiṭār	   al-­‐‑Mālaqī139,	  was	  a	  botanist	  and	  a	  pharmacologist	  born	  in	  Málaga,	  Spain	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  12th	  century	  (ca.	  1190–1248).	  Around	  1220	  he	  migrated	  to	  the	  East,	  and	  in	  1224	  arrived	  in	  Cairo	  where	  he	  was	  named	  chief	  herbalist	  by	  the	  Ayyūbid	  Sultan	  al-­‐‑Kāmil.	  He	  travelled	  through	  Arabia,	  Palestine,	  Syria	  and	  Iraq.	  Ibn	  Abī	  Uṣaybiʿa	  was	  one	  of	  his	  followers	  and	  left	  a	  mention	  of	  his	  teacher	  full	  of	  praise	  in	  his	  ʿUyūn.	  Among	  Ibn	  al-­‐‑Baiṭār’s	  works	  we	  can	  mention	  Al-­‐‑Muġnī	  fī	  ’l-­‐‑aḍwiya	  
al-­‐‑mufrada	   (the	   Complete	   Book	   on	   Simple	   Drugs),	   in	   which	   he	   gives	   the	  appropriate	   simple	   medicaments	   for	   each	   illness	   (following	   the	   division	   of	  
                                                                                                                137	   Pormann	   2004,	   p.	   92.	   Cf.	   the	   similar	   results	   of	   the	   comparison	   of	   fragments	   from	   Small	  
Compendium	  on	  Medicine	  of	  Yūḥannā	  ibn	  Sarābiyūn	  in	  Pormann	  2004,	  p.	  251.	  138	  The	  quotation	  was	  first	  registered	  by	  Steinschneider	  (see	  below).	  139	  See	  on	  him	  Vernet	  2016	  (s.v.	  “Ibn	  al-­‐‑Bayṭār”).	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Galen),	  and	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑ǧāmiʿ	   li-­‐‑mufradāt	  al-­‐‑adwiya	  wa	  ʿl-­‐‑aġḏiya	  (Compendium	  of	  
Simple	  Drugs	  and	  Food),	  which	  enumerates	  alphabetically	   some	  1400	  simple	  animal,	   vegetable	   and	  mineral	  medicines,	   based	   on	   his	  own	  observations,	  as	  well	   as	   on	   over	   150	   authorities.	   Ibn	   al-­‐‑Baiṭār’s	   main	   contribution	   is	   the	  systematization	  of	  the	  discoveries	  made	  by	  the	  Arabs	  during	  the	  middle	  ages	  in	  this	  field.	  	  The	  quotation	  with	  the	  attribution	  to	  Šimʿūn	  appears	  in	  the	  place	  where	  Ibn	  al-­‐‑Baiṭār	  discusses	  the	  possible	  application	  of	  the	  oil	  of	  kādī140.	  	  And	  Šimʿūn	  the	  Monk	  (Šimʿūn	  al-­‐‑rāhib)	  said:	  the	  oil	  of	  kādī	  [is	  used	  for]	  lowering,	  control	  and	  restrain	  of	  the	  fever	  heat.	  It	  makes	  cold	  and	  strengthens	  the	  weak	  members	  of	  the	  body.	  It	  restrains	  it	  and	  detains	  nature	  and	  strengths	  the	  stomach.	  It	  is	  [added]	  to	  the	  relaxing	  mixtures	  as	  well	  as	  to	  the	  other	  compound	  medicaments141.	  	  The	  given	  quotation	  is	  different	  from	  those	  provided	  by	  al-­‐‑Rāzī	  in	  the	  sense	  that	  it	   introduces	   the	  author	  not	  merely	  by	  his	  name	  (Šimʿūn),	  but	  as	   ‘Šimʿūn	   the	  Monk’.	  This	  reference	  to	  the	  author	  of	  the	  quotation	  as	  a	  monk	  is	  a	  clear	  proof	  that	  Šimʿūn	  was	  a	  Christian.	  A	  further	  treatment	  of	   its	  authorship	  will	   follow	  below.	  	  
b2.	  The	  quotations	  from	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  as	  well	  as	  from	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑ǧāmiʿ	  of	  Ibn	  al-­‐‑Baiṭār	  have	  been	  known	  to	  scholars	  already	  for	  a	  long	  time.	  Given	  the	  limited	  number	  of	  published	  early	  Arabic	  medical	  treatises,	  there	  is	  still	  a	  chance	  for	  new	  quotations	  to	  come	  to	  light	  as	  more	  texts	  become	  available142.	  My	  personal	  search	  in	  other	  Arabic	  medical	  works	  has	  brought	  one	  more	  document.	  	  
                                                                                                                140	   It	   is	   not	   clear	   if	   it	   can	   be	   identified	  with	  kād	   –	   ‘anacardium’	   (Wehr,	   p.	  807).	  Von	   Sontheimer	  translated	  it	  as	  ‘oleum	  pandani’	  (von	  Sontheimer	  1840,	  p.	  456)	  and	  thus	  attributed	  it	  to	  a	  different	  genus	  of	  plants.	  141	  vol	  2,	  p.	  115.	  German	  translation:	  von	  Sontheimer	  1840,	  p.	  456.	  142	  Habbi	  (Habbi	  2001,	  p.	  18	  n.	  66)	  added	  to	  the	  list	  of	  sourced	  that	  contain	  quotations	  from	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  an	  ophthalmological	  work	  of	  Yūḥannā	  ibn	  Māsawaih	  (d.	  857)	  known	  as	  Kitāb	  daġal	  al-­‐‑
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   Two	   Istanbul	   manuscripts	   preserve	   an	   identical	   quotation	   with	   an	  attribution	  to	  Šimʿūn	  that	  till	  today	  has	  not	  yet	  attracted	  any	  scholarly	  attention	  and	  was	  not	  studied	  Istanbul,	   Nuruosmaniye	   3553	   (668	   AH	   [1269/70	   CE])	   is	   a	   medical	  compilation	   consisting	   of	   numerous	   citations	   from	   different	   authors143.	   The	  majority	  of	  the	  citations	  come	  from	  the	  works	  of	  Galen	  and	  Hippocrates.	  Among	  other	  names	  quoted	  in	  the	  text	  one	  comes	  across	  the	  name	  of	  Šimʿūn	  al-­‐‑maʿrūf	  
bi-­‐‑Ṭaibūṯā	  (f.	  167v)144.	  Although	  a	  compiler	  of	  the	  catalogue,	  A.	  Dietrich,	  does	  not	  describe	  the	  contents	  of	  the	  passage	  which	  is	  attributed	  to	  the	  author,	  he	  unequivocally	  identifies	  him	  with	  the	  East	  Syriac	  author	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  A	  manuscript	  of	  the	  same	  contents	  can	  also	  be	  found	  in	  another	  library,	  Istanbul,	  Saray	  Ahmed	  III.	  2125/(6)	  written	  in	  893	  AH	  [1487/88	  CE]145.	  Regrettably,	  neither	  of	  those	  manuscripts	  was	  accessible	  to	  me	  in	  the	  course	  of	  my	  study.	  Therefore,	  I	  am	  not	  able	  to	  include	  the	  evidence	  they	  provide	  in	  consideration	  of	  the	  medical	  treatise	  attributed	  to	  Šemʿōn.	  	  
c.	  Status	  quaestionis	  	  Having	  presented	  the	  evidence	  on	  the	  medical	  work	  of	  a	  certain	  Šemʿōn	  in	  the	  medieval	  Arabic	  tradition,	  we	  can	  now	  proceed	  to	  survey	  the	  previous	  attempts	  of	  identifying	  the	  author.	  	  As	   recourse	   to	   modern	   studies	   makes	   it	   clear,	   there	   seems	   to	   be	   a	  general	   agreement	   among	   scholars	   that	   the	   Šimʿūn	   from	   the	   Arabic	  medical	  texts	  is	  identical	  to	  the	  East	  Syriac	  author	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh146.	  One	  of	  the	  first	  
                                                                                                                
ʿain.	   However,	   the	   recourse	   to	   the	   English	   translation	   of	   the	   text	   proved	   to	   be	   futile	  (Prüfer/Meyerhof	  1916).	  I	  assume	  that	  Habbi	  in	  this	  case	  confused	  the	  reference	  to	  Ašlimun,	  who	  is	  indeed	  mentioned	  in	  the	  treatise	  (Prüfer/Meyerhof	  1916,	  p.	  250).	  143	  Dietrich	  1966,	  pp.	  29–31.	  144	  Dietrich	  1966,	  p.	  31.	  145	  Dietrich	  1966,	  pp.	  31–32.	  146	  E.g.	  Bryson	  2001,	  p.	  351;	  Rockey	  /	  Johnstone	  1979,	  p.	  232.	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who	  proposed	   such	   identification	  was	   the	   famous	   Jewish	   scholar	   of	   the	   19th	  century	  Moritz	   Steinschneider.	   In	   his	   article	  Die	   toxicologischen	   Schriften	   der	  
Araber	   bis	   Ende	   des	   XII.	   Jahrhunderts147,	   Steinschneider	   deals	   with	   the	  toxicological	  science	  of	  the	  Arabs	  and	  describes	  Indian,	  Persian,	  Egyptian,	  Greek	  and	  Syriac	  sources	  that	  were	  available	  to	  them.	  Among	  the	  Syriac	  sources	  only	  the	  name	  of	  Šimʿūn	  is	  mentioned148.	  Steinschneider	  offers	  the	  evidence	  provided	  by	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ibn	  al-­‐‑Baiṭār	  and	  proposes	  to	  identify	  that	  Šimʿūn	  with	  the	  one	  who	  is	  recorded	  by	  Ibn	  Abī	  Uṣaybiʿa	  and	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō,	  i.e.	  an	  East	  Syriac	  author	  of	  the	  7th	  century.	  Steinschneider	  considers	  it	  improbable	  to	  see	  in	  that	  author	  a	  Greek	  writer	   (as	   assumed	   by	   Haller)149	   or	   the	   Šimʿūn	  who	  was	  mentioned	   in	   Haji	  Khalifa’s	   (1609–1657)	  bibliographic	  encyclopedia	   the	  Removal	  of	  Doubt	   from	  
the	  Names	  of	  Books	  and	  the	  Sciences	  as	  an	  author	  of	  the	  history	  of	  apostles150.	  It	  is	  worth	  noting	  that	  at	  the	  time	  of	  Steinschneider	  no	  authentic	  Syriac	  texts	  (or	  at	  least	  fragments)	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  were	  known.	  For	  that	  reason,	  the	   conclusion	   of	  Steinschneider	   has	  more	   to	   do	  with	   the	   state	   of	   the	   Syriac	  prosopography	  rather	  than	  with	  a	  real	  treatment	  of	  the	  quotations	  from	  Arabic	  sources	  in	  the	  contexts	  of	  original	  texts.	  After	   Steinschneider	   the	   same	   identification	   was	   offered	   also	   by	  Leclerc151	  who	  referred	  to	  the	  accounts	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  and	  Ibn	  Abī	  Uṣaybiʿa	  and	  considered	  Šimʿūn	  to	  be	  a	  physician	  under	  the	  Umayyads.	  The	   20th	   century	   brought	   additional	   proof	   for	   the	   opinion	   of	  Steinschneider.	  Ullmann152	  listed	  all	  the	  occurrences	  of	  the	  name	  of	  Šimʿūn	  in	  
Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  as	  well	  as	  in	  Ibn	  al-­‐‑Baiṭār	  and	  considered	  them	  to	  come	  from	  the	  Arabic	   translation	   of	   the	   Syriac	   medical	   treatise	   (‘Handbuch	   der	   Medizin’)	  
                                                                                                                147	  Steinschneider	  1871.	  148	  Steinschneider	  1871,	  pp.	  350–352.	  149	  Von	  Haller	  1776,	  pp.	  353–354.	  150	  In	  vol.	  4	  (Flüglel	  1845,	  p.	  158)	  under	  number	  9438	  on	  can	  read	  that	  ‘Šimʿūn	  aṣ-­‐‑Ṣafāʾ	  [=	  apostle	  Peter]	  wrote	  histories	  of	  the	  Apostles,	  which	  is	  the	  book	  of	  Christians	  consisting	  of	  chapters’	  –	  this	  should	  be	  a	  confused	  reference	   to	   the	  Acts	  of	   the	  Apostles;	   in	  vol.	  5	   (Flügel	  1850,	  p.	  105)	  under	  number	  10232	  is	  registered	  ‘the	  book	  of	  Šimʿūn.	  	  151	  Leclerc	  1876,	  p.	  82.	  152	  Ullmann	  1970,	  pp.	  100–103.	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written	  by	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  The	  identification	  is	  further	  corroborated	  by	  the	  five	  citations	  of	  the	  original	  Syriac	  texts	  preserved	  in	  the	  Lexicon	  of	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  as	  well	  by	  the	  Medico-­‐‑Mystical	  Work	  edited	  by	  Mingana.	  Sezgin153	  made	  the	  same	  identification	  of	   the	  author	  with	   reference	   to	   the	  account	  of	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	  and	  provided	  the	  list	  of	  occurrences	  of	  quotations	  in	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  154.	  	  This	  overview	  demonstrates	  that	  according	  to	  a	  wide-­‐‑spread	  scholarly	  opinion,	  Šimʿūn,	  who	  is	  abundantly	  present	  in	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  as	  well	  as	   in	  the	  
Lexicon	  by	  Bar	  Bahlūl,	  is	  none	  other	  than	  the	  East	  Syriac	  author	  of	  the	  7th	  century	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  If	  that	  is	  indeed	  the	  case,	  we	  are	  to	  conclude	  that	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  was	  the	  author	  of	  an	  influential	  medical	  treatise	  that	  was	  translated	  into	  Arabic	  and	  was	  greatly	  appreciated	  by	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  and	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  and	  came	  thereby	  to	  be	  known	  in	  medieval	  Europe	  thanks	  to	  the	  Latin	  translation	  of	  Kitāb	  
al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	   (under	   the	   title	   Liber	   continens)	   implemented	   by	   the	   Sicilian	   Jewish	  physician	  Farağ	  ibn	  Sālim	  (lat.	  Farragut)	  in	  1278/79155.	  
	  
8.	  The	  origin	  of	  quotations	  in	  the	  Arabic	  medical	  texts	  and	  in	  
the	  Lexicon	  of	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  
	  In	  order	  to	  clarify	  the	  issue	  of	  the	  authorship	  of	  the	  extant	  medical	  passages	  in	  the	   Arabic	   sources	   it	   is	   necessary	   to	   discuss	   whether	   there	   is	   any	  correspondence	  between	  them	  and	  the	  extant	  parts	  of	  the	  original	  Syriac	  text,	  and	  thus	  to	  evaluate	  the	  reliability	  of	  the	  commonly	  accepted	  identification.	  Abundant	  extant	  material	   (especially	   in	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī)	  enables	  us	   to	  make	  a	  general	  evaluation	  of	  its	  content,	  whereas	  the	  extant	  parts	  from	  the	  Book	  
of	  Medicine	  of	  Šemʿōn	  provide	  us	  with	  the	  evidence	  against	  which	  can	  be	  verified	  the	   authenticity	   of	   the	   material	   preserved	   in	   the	   Arabic	   sources	   and	   in	   the	  
                                                                                                                153	  Sezgin	  1970,	  pp.	  172–186.	  154	  Sezgin	  1970,	  p.	  179.	  155	  On	  the	  Latin	  translation	  of	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī,	  see	  Bryson	  2001,	  pp.	  92–112.	  Ed.	  princeps:	  Bugatus	  1486.	  The	  book	  was	  many	  times	  reprinted	  (e.g.	  1506,	  1509,	  1529).	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Lexicon.	  Let	  us	  first	  of	  all	  treat	  the	  issue	  of	  the	  identity	  of	  the	  author	  quoted	  by	  Bar	  Bahlūl,	  ar-­‐‑Rāzī	  and	  Ibn	  al-­‐‑Baiṭār.	  Did	  all	  those	  three	  authors	  use	  one	  and	  the	  same	  work	  or	  different	  ones?	  
Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  preserved	  the	  amplest	  evidence,	  and	  should	  therefore	  to	  be	  evaluated	  first.	   It	  was	  already	  stressed	  that	  the	  contents	  of	  the	  quotations	  attributed	  to	  Šimʿūn	  enable	  us	  to	  describe	  the	  original	  text	  used	  by	  al-­‐‑Rāzī	  as	  having	  a	  therapeutical	  and	  pharmaceutical	  character.	  It	  is	  not	  the	  diagnosis	  of	  the	   illness	   that	   is	   predominantly	   dealt	   with,	   but	   its	   treatment.	   Indeed,	   a	  refinement	   of	   the	   author’s	   knowledge	   of	   the	   pharmaceutical	   properties	   of	   a	  wide	  range	  of	  plants	  is	  fascinating.	  Let	  me	  provide	  a	  couple	  of	  examples	  of	  the	  author’s	  approach:	  	  Šimʿūn.	  Warm	  bandage	  is	  very	   intense	   for	   the	  nerves	  when	   there	   is	  a	   loss	  of	  sense	  of	  touch;	  wax	  and	  oil	  of	   iris;	  mix	  it	  till	   it	   is	  soft.	  Castoreum,	  myrrh	  and	  storax,	  an	  ounce	  of	  each	  medicament	  is	  sprinkled	  on	  it	  and	  coat	  it.	  If	  the	  sense	  of	  touch	  remains	  in	  this	  condition	  and	  there	  is	  no	  movement	  at	  all,	  then	  take	  the	  heart	  of	  cypress,	  myrrh,	  savin,	  sweet-­‐‑flag,	  the	  bark	  of	  caper-­‐‑tree,	  this	  is	  cooked	  with	  alcohol;	  bandage	  the	  vertebra	  which	  is	  the	  source	  of	  that	  nerve	  with	  it156.	  He	  says157:	  in	  [the	  case	  of]	  hemiplegia,	  pour	  on	  joints	  which	  are	  limp	  a	  stew	  of	  costive	  items	  and	  massage	  them	  until	  they	  are	  red.	  Beneficial	  for	  hemiplegia	  are	  massaging	   until	   one	   reddens	   the	   joint,	   and	   anointing	   with	   oil	   of	   costus,	  euphorbium,	  storax,	  and	  costus	  in	  a	  stew	  of	  lame	  female	  hyena,	  and	  one	  gives	  the	   medicament	   of	   sulphur	   to	   drink	   after	   purging.	   Finally,	   [it	   should	   be]	  cauterized	  slightly	  between	  every	  two	  vertebrae158.	  	  An	   apparent	   therapeutic	   and	   pharmaceutical	   approach	   that	   dominates	   the	  contents	  of	  the	  quotations	  in	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  can	  be	  observed	  also	  in	  two	  other	  
                                                                                                                156	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  1,	  p.	  29,	  lines	  4–8.	  Translation	  of	  Bryson	  2001,	  p.	  256	  with	  changes.	  157	  Šimʿūn’s	  authorship	  is	  presupposed	  based	  on	  the	  preceding	  quotation	  that	  contains	  a	  full	  formula	  (‘Šimʿūn	  says’).	  158	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  1,	  p.	  29,	  lines	  11–14.	  Translation	  of	  Bryson	  2001,	  p.	  256	  with	  changes.	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sources:	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑ǧāmiʿ	  by	  al-­‐‑Baiṭār	  and	  in	  the	  Lexicon	  by	  Bar	  Bahlūl.	  A	  quotation	  in	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑ǧāmiʿ,	  similar	  to	  what	  we	  find	  in	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī,	  refers	  to	  a	  therapeutic	  treatment	  of	   fever	  by	  means	  of	  a	   special	  medicament.	  Five	  quotations	   in	   the	  
Lexicon	  also	  follow	  that	  line	  and	  provide	  evidence	  of	  a	  pharmaceutical	  (no.	  2,	  4)	  nature.	  	  Furthermore,	  while	  comparing	  the	  relevant	  material	  in	  the	  Lexicon	  and	  in	   Kitāb	   al-­‐‑Ḥāwī,	   one	   finds	   a	   parallel	   that	   draws	   both	   sources	   together.	   In	  quotations	  2	  and	  4	  in	  the	  Lexicon	  the	  oil	  of	  the	  water-­‐‑lily	  is	  mentioned.	  And	  if	  quotation	  4	  simply	  reports	  that	  Šemʿōn	  mentions	  the	  oil	  of	  the	  water-­‐‑lily	  then	  quotation	  2	  provides	  us	  with	  an	  instruction	  that	  the	  oil	  of	  the	  water-­‐‑lily	  is	  used	  for	  the	  preparation	  of	  the	  bindings	  for	  the	  head.	  There	  is	  no	  identical	  quotation	  in	  the	  Arabic	  sources	  about	  the	  oil	  of	  the	  water-­‐‑lily	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  preparation	  of	  the	  bands	  for	  the	  head.	  Nevertheless,	   in	  the	  quotation	  that	  appears	  first	   in	  
Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī,	  we	  may	  find	  the	  description	  of	  the	  band	  that	  should	  be	  used	  for	  warming-­‐‑up	   the	   nerves	   and	   for	   the	   recovery	   of	   the	   senses.	   And	   among	   the	  ingredients	  that	  are	  to	  be	  used	  is	  the	  oil	  of	  the	  water-­‐‑lily.	  Furthermore,	  the	  oil	  of	  the	  water-­‐‑lily	   is	   mentioned	   in	   some	   other	   quotations	   in	   Kitāb	   al-­‐‑Ḥāwī.	   It	   is	  prescribed	  to	  be	  used	  for	  the	  treatment	  of	  cholera159,	  dropsy160,	  liquefaction	  of	  the	  seratin	  liquid161,	  stagnation	  of	  the	  urine162,	  crack	  nerves163.	  Thus,	  we	  see	  that	  there	  is	  at	  least	  one	  clear	  point	  that	  links	  the	  two	  sources	  not	  only	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  approach,	  but	  also	  in	  terms	  of	  their	  contents.	  The	   close	   affinity	   in	   approach	   and	   contents	   between	   the	   quotations	  provided	   by	   the	   Lexicon,	   Kitāb	   al-­‐‑ǧāmiʿ	   and	   Kitāb	   al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	   makes	   it	   quite	  plausible	  that	  those	  texts	  attributed	  to	  Šimʿūn	  were	  borrowed	  by	  the	  authors	  of	  the	  above-­‐‑mentioned	  treatises	  from	  one	  and	  the	  same	  source.	  	  
                                                                                                                159	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  5,	  p.	  206.	  160	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  7,	  p.	  270.	  161	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  9,	  pp.	  63–64.	  162	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  10,	  p.	  162.	  163	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  13,	  p.	  197.	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Another	  aspect	  of	  the	  evidence	  provided	  by	  extant	  texts	  is	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  author	  of	  that	  medical	  work	  was	  a	  Christian	  monk	  (so	  Ibn	  al-­‐‑Baiṭār),	  called	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  (so	  Bar	  Bahlūl).	  Can	  one	  accept	  that	  evidence?	  To	  answer	  this	  question,	  one	  needs	  to	  investigate	  the	  possibility	  of	  a	  relationship	  between	  the	  source	  used	  by	  Arabic	  scholars	  and	  the	  medical	  material	   in	  the	  authentic	  work	  by	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  (Book	  of	  Medicine).	  Right	  from	  the	  outset	  one	  can	  state	  that	  the	  comparison	  of	  the	  two	  texts	  leaves	  no	  ground	  for	  the	  assertion	  that	  the	  quotations	  in	  both	  Lexicon	  and	  in	  Arabic	  medical	  texts	  come	  from	  (or	  are	  anyhow	  related	  to)	  the	  text	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  Furthermore,	  it	  becomes	  clear	  that	  it	  is	  highly	  improbable	  that	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  could	  have	  ever	  written	  such	  text.	  	  The	  difference	  between	  the	  two	  sources	  can	  be	  well	  demonstrated	  by	  juxtaposing	   the	   quotations	   attributed	   to	   Šimʿūn	   with	   the	   extant	   parts	   of	  Šemʿōn’s	   treatise.	   The	  medical	  work	   of	   Šemʿōn	   as	   preserved	   in	  M	   and	  A	   III	  provides	   us	   with	   evidence	   that	   allows	   to	   reconstruct	   at	   least	   partially	   the	  medical	  teaching	  and	  approach	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  First	  of	  all,	  it	  is	  certain	  that	  Šemʿōn	  was	   not	   a	   professional	   medical	   scholar	   nor	   a	   practitioner	   physician;	   the	  treatment	  of	  medical	  issues	  that	  we	  find	  in	  his	  text	  is	  a	  reproduction	  of	  medical	  ideas	  and	  theories	  that	  he	  could	  find	  in	  the	  sources	  available	  to	  him.	  Besides	  that	  clearly	   secondary	   (and	   limited	   predominantly	   to	   anatomy	   and	   physiology)	  knowledge	  of	  medicine,	  another	  remarkable	  singularity	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  approach	  is	  that	  the	  medical	  component	  in	  it	  is	  subject	  to	  the	  ascetic	  (or	  even	  theological)	  outline	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	   teaching.	  Another	  characteristic	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	   treatment	  of	  medical	  issues	  is	  the	  preponderant	  attention	  to	  anatomy	  and	  physiology.	  Unlike	  the	   evidence	   provided	   by	   the	   relevant	   text	   from	   the	   Book	   of	   Medicine,	   the	  quotations	   from	   Kitāb	   al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	   and	   Kitāb	   al-­‐‑ǧāmiʿ	   are	   exclusively	   of	   a	  therapeutical	   and	   pharmacological	   character.	   They	   represent	   a	   developed	  medical	  teaching	  that	  was	  meant	  to	  cover	  all	  human	  diseases	  and	  provide	  the	  information	   concerning	   their	   treatment.	   It	   goes	   without	   saying	   that	   the	  background	  of	  that	  medical	  treatise	  is	  neither	  Christian	  nor	  theological,	  rather	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it	  can	  be	  characterized	  as	  non-­‐‑religious	  scholarly	  undertakings	  in	  the	  field	  of	  medicine	  heavily	  based	  on	  earlier	  Greek	  lore.	  The	  difference	  between	  the	  two	  texts	  can	  be	  seen	  even	  more	  sharply	  when	  looking	  for	  instance	  at	  a	  few	  quotations	  in	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  on	  melancholy164,	  on	   popular	   prognostics	   on	   the	   sex	   of	   a	   child165	   and	   on	   provoking	   desire	   for	  intercourse	   (‘medicament	   that	   makes	   a	   woman	   narrow	   and	   desiring	   sexual	  intercourse’)166.	  It	  is	  suggested	  by	  the	  author	  that	  melancholy	  is	  to	  be	  treated	  by	  visiting	   a	   bath,	   by	   the	   consumption	   of	   fatty	   food,	   by	   travelling	   and	   active	  communication	  with	  people	  that	  can	  include	  drinking.	  The	  prognostics	  on	  the	  sex	  of	  a	  child	  consists	  of	  observation	  of	  the	  woman’s	  legs	  and	  breast.	  The	  recipe	  for	  provoking	  sexual	  desire	  prescribes	  a	  compound	  medicament	  made	  out	  of	  various	  ingredients.	  The	  treatment	  of	  such	  issues	  can	  hardly	  be	  expected	  from	  an	  East	  Syriac	  ascetic	  of	  the	  7th	  century.	  There	  is	  one	  more	  argument	  in	  favour	  of	  the	  expressed	  position.	  The	  personal	  contribution	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  to	  the	  Syriac	  medicine	  is	  yet	  to	  be	  evaluated,	  but	  already	  now	  one	  can	  argue	  that	  Šemʿōn’s	  interest	  in	  the	  science	  of	  medicine	  was	  limited	  to	  its	  application	  to	  his	  ascetic	  and	  mystical	  teaching.	  Although	  it	  is	  not	  improbable	  that	  Šemʿōn	  did	  indeed	  develop	  certain	  medical	  notions	  and	  concepts,	   in	  general	   the	  medical	  content	  of	   the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  derives	  from	  other	  sources	  and	  does	  not	  seem	  to	  present	  any	  originality	  in	  itself	  for	   the	   history	   of	  medicine.	   The	   significance	   of	   that	   fact	   can	   be	   appreciated	  better	  if	  we	  recall	  that	  in	  the	  course	  of	  the	  Greek–Arabic	  translation	  movement	  all	  the	  major	  works	  of	  the	  Greek	  authorities	  on	  medicine	  (Galen,	  Hippocrates,	  later	  Alexandrian	  commentators,	  etc.)	  were	  translated	  into	  Arabic,	  and	  by	  the	  10th	  century	  a	  corpus	  of	  medical	  treatises	  in	  the	  strict	  sense	  was	  available	  for	  the	  student	  of	  medicine.	  Part	  of	  the	  corpus	  consisted	  of	  Arabic	  translations	  of	  the	  Syriac	  treatises	  produced	  in	  the	  preceding	  period,	  but	  all	  of	  those	  without	  exception	   were	   scientific	   studies	   that	   pursued	   investigation	   of	   particular	  
                                                                                                                164	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  1,	  p.	  73.	  165	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  9,	  pp.	  93–94.	  166	  al-­‐‑Rāzī,	  Ḥāwī,	  vol.	  10,	  p.	  289.	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medical	  issues167.	  Hence,	  in	  that	  context	  it	  is	  hardly	  possible	  to	  imagine	  that	  a	  medical	  treatise	  written	  by	  a	  monk	  in	  the	  7th	  century	  based	  exclusively	  on	  other	  sources	  and	  with	  a	  very	  special	  purpose	  in	  mind	  could	  ever	  attract	  attention	  of	  the	  students	  of	  medicine	  who	  already	  had	  at	  their	  disposal	  the	  translations	  of	  the	  works	  of	  Hippocrates	  and	  Galen	  as	  well	  as	  a	  whole	  body	  of	  the	  commentary	  literature.	  All	  in	  all,	  the	  available	  evidence	  enables	  to	  rule	  out	  the	  possibility	  that	  the	  treatise	  used	  by	  the	  Arabic	  medical	  scholars	  was	  either	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  by	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  or	  another	  (otherwise	  unattested)	  work	  by	  him.	  And	  if	  that	  is	  the	  case,	  this	  raises	  the	  question	  about	  the	  identity	  of	  that	  Šimʿūn.	  	  Not	  much	   positive	   can	   be	   stated	  with	   regard	   to	   the	   identity	   of	   that	  Šimʿūn.	  It	  seems	  however	  that	  the	  direction	  for	  a	  quest	  could	  be	  determined	  by	  his	  full	  name	  as	  given	  by	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa,	  ‘Šimʿūn	  the	  monk	  known	  as	  Ṭībawaih’.	  Not	   excluding	   possible	   alterations	   that	   could	   happen	   with	   a	   foreign	   and	  unfamiliar	  name	  in	  the	  course	  of	  the	  manuscript	  tradition	  of	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa’s	  
ʿUyūn	   al-­‐‑anbāʾ	   fī	   ṭabaqāt	   al-­‐‑aṭibbāʾ,	   what	  we	   can	   be	   pretty	   sure	   about	   is	   its	  Persian	  origin	  that	  is	  indicated	  by	  a	  diminutive	  suffix	  –waih168.	  By	  way	  of	  a	  tentative	  suggestion,	  I	  would	  argue	  that	  Šimʿūn	  might	  have	  belonged	  to	  the	  community	  of	  East	  Syriac	  scholars	  who	  were	  active	  in	  the	  field	  of	   medicine	   and	   resided	   in	   the	   region	   of	   Huzistan.	   Although	   the	   historical	  significance	  of	  its	  scientific	  center	  in	  Gondeshabur	  has	  been	  disputed	  recently	  by	  a	  number	  of	  scholars,	  there	  seems	  to	  be	  no	  doubt	  that	  the	  Syriac	  Christians	  of	  the	  region	  indeed	  were	  deeply	  involved	  in	  medical	  research	  and	  a	  study	  Greek	  medicine.	  Thus,	  one	  is	  aware	  of	  the	  so-­‐‑called	  Kunnāš	  al-­‐‑Ḫuz	  known	  through	  the	  quotations	  in	  the	  works	  of	  Ibn	  Māsawaih	  and	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  of	  al-­‐‑Rāzī169.	  Other	  
                                                                                                                167	  One	  can	  recall	  here	  the	  name	  of	  Yūḥannā	  ibn	  Sarābiyūn.	  168	  Suffices	  to	  mention	  a	  couple	  of	  other	  known	  East	  Syriac	  Christian	  physicians	  with	  a	  similar	  name:	  Ibn	  Māsawaih,	  Salmawaih	  b.	  Bunān	  (both	  were	  active	  in	  the	  first	  half	  of	  the	  9th	  century).	  169	  Ullmann	  1970,	  p.	  101	  argued	  that	  the	  quotations	  come	  from	  a	  medical	  treatise,	  whereas	  Sezgin	  1970,	  pp.	  184–185	  considered	  the	  quotations	  inherent	  to	  a	  treatise	  by	  a	  female	  physician.	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Christian	   writers	   from	   that	   region	   are	   attested170.	   If	   ‘Ṭībawaih’	   suggest	   the	  Persian	  origin	  of	  the	  author,	  then	   ‘Šimʿūn’	  must	  be	  indicative	  of	  his	  Christian	  confession.	  That	  name	  could	  be	  given	  to	  him	  at	  baptism.	  The	   quotations	   in	   Kitāb	   al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	   provide	   a	   terminus	   ante	   quem	   for	  Šimʿōn’s	  period	  of	  activity.	  In	  my	  opinion,	  we	  deal	  here	  with	  the	  author	  of	  the	  medical	  treatise	  of	  predominantly	  pharmacological	  and	  therepeutical	  contents	  who	   lived	  prior	   to	   the	   10th	   century.	   The	   recourse	   to	   the	   available	   studies	   of	  Syriac	  and	  early	  Arabic	  medicine	  proves	  to	  be,	  unfortunately,	  of	  no	  avail.	  	  There,	  however,	  is	  one	  hint	  for	  dating	  the	  text.	  The	  issues	  dealt	  with	  in	  the	  passages	  selected	  by	  al-­‐‑Rāzī	   refer	   to	  a	  wide	  range	  of	   illnesses	  and	  bodily	  problems.	  The	  original	   text	   that	  was	  used	  by	  al-­‐‑Rāzī	  appears	   to	  have	  been	  a	  treatise	  with	  a	  comprehensive	  treatment	  of	  a	  great	  number	  of	  diseases.	  In	  some	  way,	  it	  may	  be	  fruitful	  to	  compare	  it	  with	  comprehensive	  medical	  encyclopedias	  composed	   in	  Arabic	  by	   such	  writers	  as	   Ṯābit	  b.	  Qurra	  and	   ʿAlī	   b.	   Rabban	  al-­‐‑Ṭabari,	  both	  active	  during	  the	  9th	  century.	  While	  comparing	  the	  contents	  of	  those	  texts	  with	  the	  quotations	  in	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī,	  one	  can	  notice	  that	  the	  material	  in	  
Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  is	  rather	  similar.	  A	  similarity	  of	  this	  kind	  suggests	  that	  the	  medical	  treatise	   used	   by	   the	   Arabic	   authors	   and	   Bar	   Bahlūl	   is	   likely	   to	   have	   been	  composed	  in	  the	  9th	  century	  or	  slightly	  earlier.	  If,	   following	   the	   thesis	   proposed	   in	   the	   present	   section,	   we	   do	   not	  identify	  Šimʿon	  –	  author	  of	  the	  medical	  treatise	  used	  by	  the	  Arabic	  scholars	  –	  with	  the	  East	  Syriac	  monk	  of	  the	  7th	  century	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	  how	  can	  we	  explain	  with	   the	   fact	   that	  Bar	  Bahlūl	   attributes	   the	   quotations	   to	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh?	  The	  only	  explanation	  I	  venture	  to	  offer	  is	  that	  the	  names	  of	  the	  two	  authors	  were	  confused	  due	  to	  affinity	  in	  spelling	  with	  a	  misreading	  of	  –yā	  for	  –
tā:	  ṬYBWYH	  >	  ṬYBWTH.	  Such	  confusion	  might	  have	  already	  existed	  by	  the	  time	  of	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  (mid.	  10th	  c.)	  but	   it	   is	  also	  possible	  that	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  misread	  the	  name.	  We	   cannot	   exlude	   of	   course	   also	   other	   possibilities.	   For	   example,	   the	  
                                                                                                                170	  Manuscript	  Damascus	  Patr.	  Orth.	  6/1	  contains	  fragment	  (or	  may	  be	  complete	  texts)	  by	  Gūrgīs	  Hūzāyā,	  whose	  work	  remains	  otherwise	  absolutely	  unknown	  (see	  description	  of	  the	  manuscript:	  Dōlobānī	  /	  Lavenant	  /	  Brock	  /	  Samir	  1994,	  p.	  586).	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name	   of	   Šemʿōn	   could	   be	   easily	   transformed	   from	   the	   original	   Šlēmōn,	   an	  otherwise	  unknown	  Syriac	  author	  from	  whom	  we	  also	  have	  a	  few	  quotations	  in	  
Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī171,	  whereas	  Ṭaibūtēh	  might	  have	  been	  derived	  from	  Ṭībāṯā,	  a	  rare	  toponym	  in	  Huzistan172.	  To	  sum	  up,	  the	  evaluation	  of	  the	  quotations	  in	  the	  Lexicon	  of	  Bar	  Bahlūl,	  
Kitāb	  al-­‐‑Ḥāwī	  of	  al-­‐‑Rāzī	  and	  Kitāb	  al-­‐‑ǧāmiʿ	  li-­‐‑mufradāt	  al-­‐‑adwiya	  wa-­‐‑’l-­‐‑aġḏiya	  of	  Ibn	  al-­‐‑Baiṭār,	  in	  the	  context	  of	  the	  extant	  parts	  of	  the	  authentic	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  of	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	   enables	   us	   to	   conclude	   that	   due	   to	   the	   lack	   of	   any	  correlation	   between	   the	   two	   groups	   of	   texts	   the	   commonly	   accepted	  identification	  of	  the	  author	  mentioned	  in	  those	  texts	  with	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  is	  to	   be	   considered	   erroneous.	   Nevertheless,	   what	   has	   become	   clear	   form	   the	  study	  of	  those	  quotations	  is	  that	  all	  three	  authors,	  most	  probably,	  had	  access	  to	  one	  and	  the	  same	  text	  that	  might	  have	  been	  written	  in	  the	  8th–9th	  century	  by	  a	  Christian	  medical	  scholar	  called	  Šemʿōn	  Ṭībawaih.	  The	  text	  was	  available	  in	  two	  versions,	  Syriac	  and	  Arabic.	  The	  original	  medical	  treatise	  must	  have	  been	  very	  similar	  to	  the	  medical	  encyclopedias	  produced	  by	  two	  authors	  of	  the	  9th	  century,	  i.e.	   Ṯābit	   b.	   Qurra	   and	   ʿAlī	   b.	   Rabban	   al-­‐‑Ṭabari.	   At	   the	   present	   state	   of	   the	  research,	  it	  is	  impossible	  to	  offer	  any	  plausible	  identification	  of	  that	  medical	  text.	  	  
9.	  Conclusions	  	  In	  the	  present	  chapter	  I	  examined	  the	  extant	  evidence	  concerning	  the	  Book	  of	  
Medicine	   by	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	   who,	   as	   witnesses	   by	   the	   text	   published	   by	  Mingana	  (M)	  was	  well	  versed	  in	  medical	  literature	  and	  theory.	  Some	  chapters	  of	  the	  text	  are	  concerned	  with	  anatomy	  and	  physiology.	  A	  key	  trait	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  approach	  to	  medicine	  is	  not	  medical	  science	  per	  se,	  but	   its	  application	  to	  the	  
                                                                                                                171	  Ullmann	  1970,	  p.	  100.	  172	  It	  is	  mentioned,	  for	  example,	  in	  the	  Book	  on	  Poisons	  of	  Ibn	  Waḥshiyā	  (9th/10th	  c.;	  Levey	  1966,	  p.	  57).	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needs	  of	  monastic	  life.	  This	  text	  was	  dealt	  with	  in	  the	  preceding	  chapter	  of	  this	  study	   as	   it	  was	   not	   possible	   to	   offer	  a	   reasonable	  assumption	   concerning	   its	  identification	  being	  limited	  to	  the	  witnesses	  to	  text	  M.	  Fortunately,	   the	   task	  of	   identification	  becomes	  much	  easier	   to	   tackle	  after	   it	   was	   possible	   to	   demonstrate	   that	   text	   A	   III,	   that	   was	   previously	  attributed	  by	  some	  scholars	  to	  an	  author	  of	  the	  6th	  century,	  Aḥūdemmēh,	  should	  be	   considered	   as	   being	   genetically	   related	   to	  M.	   It	   was	   possible	   to	   detect	   a	  relationship	  between	  the	  two	  texts,	  first	  of	  all,	  thanks	  to	  the	  presence	  of	  three	  identical	   chapters,	   secondly,	   because	   both	   demonstrate	   the	   same	   applied	  approach	   to	   medicine	   as	   we	   find	   in	  M.	   Further	   proof	   for	   the	   relationship	  between	  these	  two	  texts	  was	  provided	  by	  the	  manuscript	  witnesses.	  Its	  analysis	  shows	  not	  only	  that	  the	  text	  A	  III	  was	  always	  circulating	  anonymously	  (whereas	  the	  attribution	  to	  Aḥūdemmēh	  by	  scholars	  was	  merely	  based	  on	  the	  fact	  that	  in	  some	   manuscripts	   the	   text	   is	   preceded	   by	   another	   treatise	   that	   is	   indeed	  attributed	   to	   Aḥūdemmēh),	   but	   also	   that	   its	   association	  with	  A	   II	   is	  merely	  haphazard.	  	   A	  study	  of	  the	  manuscript	  witnesses	  brought	  also	  another	  important	  result.	  Namely,	  it	  provides	  us	  with	  the	  title	  of	  the	  work	  wherefrom	  chapters	  that	  form	  A	  III	  and,	  consequently,	  M	  were	  taken,	  namely	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  that	  is	  attested	  as	  belonging	  to	  Šemʿōn	  by	  ʿAbdīšōʿ	  of	  Nisibis	  (d.	  1318)	  in	  his	  Catalogus	  
librorum.	  	   Examination	   of	   relevant	  material	  made	   it	   possible	   to	   reach	  not	   only	  positive	  but	  also	  negative	  results.	  Namely,	  it	  allows	  to	  reject	  the	  possibility	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  authorship	  of	  a	  number	  of	  texts	  considered	  in	  scholarship	  as	  belonging	  to	  Šemʿōn	  or	  maybe	  even	  being	  identical	  with	  his	  Book	  of	  Medicine.	  	  In	   the	   course	   of	   examination,	   it	  was	   useful	   to	   ascertain	   some	  of	   the	  principal	   traits	   of	   Šemʿōn’s	   Book	   of	   Medicine	   that	   can	   be	   characterized	   as	   a	  double	  layered	  theological	  composition,	  envisaged,	  both	  in	  its	  formal	  division	  and	   in	   its	   contents,	   to	   present	   an	   ascetic	   and	  mystical	   doctrine	  with	   special	  attention	  to	  the	  interdependence	  between	  the	  physical	  and	  spiritual	  aspects	  of	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human	  life.	  The	  text	  was	  originally	  divided	  into	  separate	  chapters	  and	  did	  not	  have	  a	  progressive	  treatment	  of	  the	  subjects.	  Both	  surviving	  parts	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  
Medicine	   present	   two	   selections	   of	   chapters	   that	   are	   independent	   from	  each	  other	  and	  have	  different	  transmission	  history.	  	   Text	   preserved	   in	   the	   manuscript	   Damascus,	   Syrian	   Orthodox	  Patriarchate	  12/25,	  which	  was	  once	  identified	  with	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine,	  is	  in	  fact	  a	  commentary	  on	  Hippocratic	  Epidemics	  VI	  that	  depends	  on	  a	  commentary	  tradition	  as	  existed	  in	  the	  late	  antique	  Alexandria.	  	  A	  large	  number	  of	  quotations	  present	  in	  the	  Lexicon	  by	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  and	  some	  Arabic	  medical	   treatises	   (the	  most	   representative	   of	  which	   is	  Kitāb	   al-­‐‑
Ḥāwī	   by	   al-­‐‑Rāzī)	   must	   have	   been	   borrowed	   from	   a	   comprehensive	   medical	  manual	  that	  is	  likely	  to	  come	  from	  the	  9th	  century.	  The	  author	  of	  that	  text	  was	  called	  Šemʿōn	  Ṭībawaih	  and	  perhaps	  he	  was	  a	  Christian	  monk	  (attested	  by	  only	  one	  late	  source)	  of	  Persian	  origin.	  He	  wrote	  in	  Syriac	  and	  his	  treatise	  was	  soon	  translated	   into	   Arabic	   and	   became	   an	   important	   source	   for	   the	   study	   of	  medicine	   as	   it	   contained	   a	   discussion	   of	   therapeutical	   treatment	   of	   various	  diseases	   and	   physical	   problems	  with	   a	  massive	   usage	   of	   different	  medicinal	  ingredients.	  The	  content	  of	  the	  text	  is	  totally	  incongruent	  with	  the	  evidence	  we	  have	   for	   the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	   and,	  more	  generally,	   for	   Šemʿōn’s	  approach	   to	  medicine.	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  IV.	  The	  Book	  of	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1.	  History	  of	  the	  scholarship	  	  The	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  was	  not	  known	  to	  European	  scholars	  until	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	   1970s,	   and	   for	   that	   reason	   one	   can	   find	   no	   reference	   to	   it	   in	   any	   of	   the	  classical	  handbooks	  of	  Syriac	  literature1.	  As	  a	  matter	  of	  fact,	  four	  scholars	  were	  studying	  the	  BG	  approximately	  around	  the	  same	  time	  and	  presented	  the	  first	  scholarly	  studies	  of	  the	  witnesses	  of	  the	  BG	  and	  its	  author.	  Those	  four	  scholars	  are	   Élie	   Khalifé-­‐‑Hachem,	   Arthur	   Vööbus	   (1909–1988),	   Gabriel	   Bunge,	   Dana	  Miller	  and	  Paolo	  Bettiolo2.	  	  A	  Lebanese	  scholar,	  Élie	  Khalifé-­‐‑Hachem,	  was	  studying	  the	  BG	  in	  the	  course	  of	  the	  1970s	  and	  1980s	  and	  prepared	  a	  draft	  French	  translation3.	  He	  mentions	  the	  text	  in	  his	  article	  on	  Isaac	  from	  1971	  in	  Dictionnaire	  de	  spiritualité	  and	  records	  three	  manuscript	  witnesses4.	  The	  issue	  of	  the	  authenticity	  of	  the	  BG	  was	   not	   discussed	   and	  he	  apparently	   followed	   the	  manuscript	   tradition	   that	  unanimously	  attributed	  the	  BG	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  The	  very	  first	  study	  that	  exclusively	  deals	  with	  the	  BG	  is	  the	  article	  by	  Arthur	  Vööbus	  from	  1972	  in	  which	  he	  reported	  his	  ‘discovery’	  of	  a	  new	  text	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  and	  provided	  a	  list	  of	  manuscripts	  known	  to	  him5.	  It	  is	  worth	  mentioning	  that	  Vööbus	  managed	  to	  find	  the	  copies	  not	  only	  in	  the	  European	  manuscript	   collections,	   but	   also	   in	   the	   Middle	   East.	   However,	   despite	   the	  successful	  discovery	  of	  a	  large	  number	  of	  copies,	  this	  prominent	  expert	  of	  Syriac	  
                                                                                                                1	  Assemani	  1719–1728,	  Wright	  1894,	  Duval	  1907,	  Baumstark	  1922,	  Chabot	  1934,	  De	  Urbina	  1965.	  2	   One	   of	   the	   copies	  was	   brought	   to	   Europe	   by	   Paul	   Bedjan	  who	   even	  mentions	   that	   text	   in	   the	  introduction	  to	  his	  edition	  of	  the	  First	  Part	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (Bedjan	  1909,	  p.	  xvi).	  3	  Unfortunately,	  the	  work	  was	  not	  finished	  (cf.	  about	  that	  Bunge	  1985,	  p.	  7).	  It	  is	  my	  great	  pleasure	  to	  express	  warm	  thanks	  to	  Élie	  Khalifé	  who	  kindly	  provided	  me	  with	  a	  copy	  of	  his	  draft	  translation.	  4	  Khalifé-­‐‑Hachem	  1971,	  col.	  2042:	  Šarfeh,	  Raḥmānī	  103,	  Vat.	  sir.	  562,	  Tübingen,	  Or.	  quart.	  1159.	  5	  Vööbus	  1972:	  Mingana	  syr.	  151,	  Tübingen,	  Or.	  quart.	  1159,	  Mardin	  Orth.	  196,	  Orth.	  420,	  Orth.	  195,	  Mor	  Mattai	  Monastery	  27,	  Šarfeh,	  Raḥmānī	  103.	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ascetical	  and	  mystical	  writings	  did	  not	  question	  the	  manuscript	  tradition	  which	  attributes	  the	  BG	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  While	  presenting	  briefly	  the	  content	  and	  the	  composition	  of	  the	  work,	  Vööbus	  maintains	  that	  ‘Inhaltlich	  bewegt	  sich	  die	  Schrift	  auf	  den	  Bahnen	  der	  Grundgedanken	  Isḥaqs’6.	  	  The	  position	  expressed	  by	  Vööbus	  was	  significantly	  reinforced	  by	  a	  study	  done	  by	  Gabriel	  Bunge,	  who	  not	  only	  discovered	  new	  witnesses	  of	  the	  text	  and	  thoroughly	  analyzed	  them7,	  but	  also	  dealt	  with	  the	  problem	  of	  the	  text’s	  authenticity.	  Bunge	  also	  provided	  a	  concise	  overview	  of	  its	  spiritual	  doctrine.	  A	  comparison	   of	   the	   available	  manuscript	   evidence	  allowed	  him	   to	   distinguish	  two	  recensions	  of	  the	  BG	  –	  the	  authentic	  one,	  preserved	  in	  Mingana	  syr.	  86,	  and	  the	  modified	  one	  –	  to	  be	  found	  in	  Vat.	  sir.	  562,	  Tübingen,	  Or.	  quart.	  1159	  and	  Šarfeh	  Raḥmānī	  103.	  Bunge	  discovered	  also	  an	  Arabic	  translation	  of	  the	  text	  and	  mentioned	  some	  of	  its	  copies8.	  The	  conclusions	  drawn	  by	  Bunge	  are	  as	  follows:	  a.	  the	  BG	  was	  written	  by	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  sometime	  close	  to	  the	  end	  of	  his	  life	  when	  he	  lived	  in	  the	  monastery	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr;	  this	  text	  belongs	  possibly	  to	  those	  works	  of	  Isaac	  which	  he	  dictated	  after	  losing	  his	  sight;	  b.	  the	  BG	  should	  be	  seen	  as	  the	  result	  of	  editorial	  work	  during	  which	  its	  text	  was	  set	  apart	  from	  a	  larger	  volume	  called	  Gnostic	  Chapters	  (whereas	  another	  work	  originating	  from	  the	   same	   volume	   is	   the	   Gnostic	   Chapters	   by	   Isaac	   as	   preserved	   in	   some	  manuscripts)9.	  The	  current	  numeration	  of	   the	  chapters	  is	  also	  a	   result	  of	   the	  editorial	   intervention,	   reshaping	   the	   work	   that	   originally	   did	   not	   have	   any	  formal	  division	  (the	  same	  was	  done	  to	  the	  Gnostic	  Chapters	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh).	  A	  contrary	  opinion	  was	  proposed	  by	  Dana	  Miller,	  a	  translator	  of	  the	  Greek	  First	  Part	  of	  Isaac	  in	  English	  and	  an	  expert	  on	  his	  works	  and	  teaching10.	  Miller	  compared	  the	  BG	  with	  Isaac’s	  authentic	  works.	  While	  he	  acknowledged	  
                                                                                                                6	  Vööbus	  1972,	  p.	  312.	  7	  Bunge	  1985:	  Mingana	  syr.	  86,	  quotations	  in	  the	  works	  of	  Joseph	  Ḥazzāyā.	  8	   Bunge	   (Bunge	   1985,	   p.	   21,	   n.	   72	   and	   75)	   does	   not	   mention	   explicitly	   which	   manuscript	   was	  analyzed	   for	  him	  by	  a	  monk	   from	  Dayr	  Abu	  Makar;	  one	  can	  assume	   that	   it	  was	   the	  manuscript	  reckoned	  as	  no.	  357	  in	  the	  catalogue	  of	  Zanetti	  (Zanetti	  1986,	  p.	  51).	  9	  Bunge	  1985,	  pp.	  13–14.	  10	  [Miller]	  1984,	  pp.	  lxxxi–lxxxv.	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that	  there	  is	  a	  great	  similarity	  between	  those	  works,	  he	  offered	  some	  convincing	  arguments	  to	  demonstrate	  that	  the	  BG	  was	  not	  written	  by	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  but	  rather	  by	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  Regarding	  the	  composition	  of	  the	  text,	  Miller	  was	  sure	   that,	   ‘although,	   on	   the	   whole,	   there	   is	   little	   connection	   between	   each	  maxim,	  it	  is	  clear	  that	  they	  are	  not	  extracts	  from	  some	  larger	  work’11.	  Moreover,	  Dana	   Miller	   for	   the	   first	   time	   translated	   several	   chapters	   from	   the	   BG	   into	  English.	  	   The	  authorship	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  was	  also	  defended	  by	  Paolo	  Bettiolo,	  a	  specialist	  in	  the	  literary	  heritage	  of	  both	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  and	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	   He	   argued,	   primarily	   through	   an	   analysis	   of	   the	   manuscript	  evidence,	  that	  the	  BG	  was	  written	  by	  Šemʿōn12.	  Bettiolo	  discovered	  a	  couple	  of	  very	  early	  occurrences13	  where	  the	  fragments	  from	  the	  BG	  are	  introduced	  with	  an	  indication	  of	  Šemʿōn	  as	  their	  author.	  In	  response	  to	  the	  conclusions	  reached	  by	  Bunge,	  Bettiolo	  also	  presented	  some	  evidence	  that	  shows	  the	  independent	  and	  original	  character	  of	  the	  Gnostic	  Chapters	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  Since	   then	   the	   conclusions	   of	   Miller	   and	   Bettiolo	   regarding	   the	  authorship	  of	  the	  BG	  have	  become	  widely	  accepted	  and	  virtually	  undisputable.	  However,	  scholars	  reserved	  a	  certain	  degree	  of	  doubt	  because	  of	  the	  lack	  of	  a	  critical	   edition	   of	   the	  BG	   and	   because	   of	   the	   lack	   of	   a	   comprehensive	   study	  covering	  all	  available	  evidence	  of	  the	  literary	  heritage	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  	  We	  can	  finish	  this	  overview	  mentioning	  a	  few	  facts	  about	  the	  BG’s	  availability.	  The	  Syriac	  text	  remains	  unedited,	  a	  selected	  English	  translation	  of	  several	  chapters	  was	  made	  by	  Milller.	  Next	  to	  Khalifé-­‐‑Hachem,	  André	  Louf	  was	  also	  working	  on	  the	  French	  translation	  of	  the	  complete	  text.	  Due	  to	  his	  recent	  death,	  the	  state	  of	  his	  work	  remains	  unknown	  to	  me.	  	  
                                                                                                                11	  [Miller]	  1984,	  p.	  lxxxi.	  12	  Bettiolo	  1988/9.	  13	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  and	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237.	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2.	  Manuscript	  evidence	  	  The	  historical	   survey	  of	   the	  scholarship	  pinpoints	  one	  of	   the	  most	   important	  tasks	  for	  scholars,	  namely	  the	  search	  for	  the	  extant	  manuscript	  witnesses	  of	  the	  BG.	  That	  was	  also	  one	  of	  the	  objectives	  of	  the	  present	  study.	  It	  was	  possible	  to	  find	  ten	  complete	  copies	  (representing	  the	  complete	  text)	  and	  four	  manuscripts	  that	  contain	  only	  selected	  chapters.	  In	  addition,	  there	  are	  several	  sources	  of	  a	  later	  date	  that	  contain	  quotations	  and	  paraphrases	  of	  the	  BG	  (indirect	  textual	  transmission).	   Some	   of	   the	   manuscripts	   have	   never	   been	   studied	   before.	  Further	  on	  I	  provide	  details	  about	  the	  copies	  of	  the	  BG	  in	  chronological	  order.	  	  
a.	  Manuscripts	  that	  contain	  complete	  text	  	  
i.	  Mardin,	  Church	  of	  the	  Forty	  Martyrs,	  Orth.	  19614	  [=	  A]	  Syrian	   Orthodox	   manuscript,	   Serto,	   1294/5	   CE,	   monastery	   of	   Noṭphō	   near	  Mardin.	  The	  manuscript	  was	  damaged	  and	  the	  lacking	  portions	  of	  the	  text	  were	  restored	  in	   the	   beginning	   of	   the	   20th	   century15.	   The	   end	   of	   the	   original	  manuscript	   is	  lacking.	  Centuries	  III,	  IV,	  V,	  VI	  and	  VII	  are	  introduced	  by	  short	  poems	  inserted	  in	  a	  decorated	  frame	  and	  do	  not	  appear	  to	  belong	  to	  the	  original	  text.	  The	  formal	  characteristics	   of	   the	   poems	  (alliterations,	   rhyme)	   allow	   to	   date	   them	   to	   the	  12th/13th	  century.	  Perhaps	  a	  comparison	  with	  the	  poems	  of	  such	  authors	  like	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  and	  Bar	  Maʿdāni	  can	  shed	  some	  light	  on	  their	  origin.	  	  Content	  (all	  the	  texts	  are	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh):	  	  
                                                                                                                14	  The	  manuscript	  seems	  not	  to	  be	  registered	  either	  in	  the	  catalogue	  Dolabany	  1993	  or	  in	  Barṣūm	  2008.	  15	  Restored	  pages:	  17–20	  (I/81	  –	  I/91),	  117–120	  (VI/73	  –	  VI/87),	  137–138	  (VII/62	  –	  VII/71).	  Due	  to	  a	  negligence	  of	  a	  scribe,	  the	  chapter	  numbers	  were	  not	  inserted,	  although	  special	  brackets	  were	  prepared	  for	  them.	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a)   Pp.	  1–151:	  the	  BG	  b)   Pp.	  151–193:	  [Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā],	  On	  Stillness	  c)   Pp.	  193–196:	  unidentified	  text	  	  Both	  texts	  are	  explicitly	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  and	  the	  text	  On	  Stillness	  belongs	  to	  the	  Syriac	  Orthodox	  recension	  that	  offers	  the	  same	  variant	  readings	  as	  other	  copies.	  For	  example,	  the	  name	  of	  Theodore	  of	  Mopsuestia16	  is	  replaced	  by	  the	  ‘blessed	  interpreter’	  (p.	  155,	  line	  14),	  while	  that	  of	  Babai	  the	  Great17	  by	  Antony	  (p.	  154,	  line	  15).	  	  
ii.	  Mardin,	  Church	  of	  the	  Forty	  Martyrs,	  Orth.	  19518	  (olim	  Dayr	  al-­‐‑Zaʿfarān	  106)	  [=	  B]	  	  A	   Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript,	   Serto,	   1469	  CE,	  monastery	   of	  Mor	  Ḥannanyō	  near	  Mardin;	  the	  end	  is	  missing.	  	  Content	  (all	  the	  texts	  are	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh):	  	  a)   Pp.	  1–228:	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  First	  Part	  b)   Pp.	  230–293:	  the	  BG	  c)   P.	  29319:	  [Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā],	  On	  stillness	  	  The	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  is	  damaged	  and	  some	  of	  its	  folios	  were	  bound	  in	  the	  wrong	  order.	  Below	  I	  provide	  information	  about	  the	  extant	  text.	  Pp.	  230–247:	  I/1–III/17	  Pp.	  256–257:	  III/53–III/79	  Pp.	  254–255	  III/79–III/100	  Pp.	  258–273	  III/100–V/90	  
                                                                                                                16	  Rio	  Sanchez	  2001,	  p.	  50,	  line13.	  17	  Rio	  Sanchez	  2001,	  p.	  49,	  line	  16.	  18	  Dolabany	  1994,	  pp.	  43–50,	  Barṣūm	  2008,	  p.	  388.	  19	   Only	   the	   first	   page	   from	   the	   treatise	  On	   Stillness	   has	   been	   preserved;	   it	   covers	   the	   first	   two	  paragraphs	  of	  the	  edition	  (del	  Río	  Sánchez	  2001,	  pp.	  47–48,	  line	  5).	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Pp.	  276–293	  VI/14–VII/100	  Thus,	  the	  missing	  parts	  are	  III/17–III/53	  and	  V/90–VI/14.	  	  
iii.	  Mardin,	  Church	  of	  the	  Forty	  Martyrs,	  Orth.	  420	  (olim	  Dayr	  al-­‐‑Zaʿfarān	  110)20	  [=	  C]	  	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript,	  Serto,	  1473/4	  CE,	  monastrery	   ʾĪl	   [ʾĒl?]	  and	  Mōr	  Gabriʾēl,	  Mōr	  Šmūʾēl	  and	  Mōr	  Šemʿūn;	  damaged.	  The	  scribes	  Ḥabib,	  Sergios	  and	  Gabriel	  narrate	  that	  the	  manuscript	  was	  copied	  for	  Rabban	  Masʿūd	  who	  is	  very	  likely	  to	  be	  identified	  with	  the	  future	  patriarch	  of	  Ṭūr	  ʿAbdīn,	  Ignatius	  Masʿūd	  (1492–1512).	  	  Monastic	  miscellany	  that	  contains	  a	  vast	  selection	  of	  the	  ascetic	  works	  authored	  by	  Masʿūd	   of	   Ṭūr	   ʿAbdīn,	   Philoxenos	   of	  Mabbug,	   Abraham	   of	   Nathpar,	   Abba	  Isaiah,	  John	  the	  Solitary,	  Evagrius	  Ponticus,	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  John	  of	  Dalyatha,	  Ephrem	  of	  Nisibis,	  Macarius	  and	  others.	  	  Pp.	  182–335:	  the	  BG	  	  The	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  is	  not	  damaged,	  but	  is	  nevertheless	  incomplete,	  since	  some	  of	  the	  chapters	  are	  provided	  in	  an	  abridged	  form.	  The	  trend	  of	  abridging	  the	  texts	  that	  were	  circulating	  within	  monastic	  miscellanies	  is	  very	  common.	  	  
iv.	  Mor	  Mattai	  Monastery	  2721	  [=	  D]	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript,	  Serto,	  1484/5	  CE.	  
                                                                                                                20	  Dolabany	  1993,	  pp.	  67–76.	  21	  I	  employ	  a	  shelf-­‐‑mark	  that	  appears	   in	   the	  works	  of	  Vööbus,	  whereas	   in	  a	  recent	  catalogue	  it	   is	  numbered	  as	  150	  (aš-­‐‑Šamānī	  2010,	  p.	  101*).	  Although	  aš-­‐‑Šamānī	  2010	  states	  that	  the	  manuscript	  is	  not	  dated	  and	  assigns	  it	  to	  the	  13th	  century,	  the	  year	  has	  been	  provided	  in	  Vööbus	  1988,	  p.	  186	  n.	  9.	  Apart	   from	   succinct	   descriptions	   (e.g.	   Vööbus	   1973,	   1973,	   pp.	   66–68),	   there	   is	   a	   facsimile	  reproduction	  of	  two	  pages	  (ff.	  311v–312r)	  in	  Robert	  H.	  Fischer	  (ed.),	  A	  Tribute	  to	  Arthur	  Vööbus,	  Chicago:	  The	  Lutheran	  School	  of	  Theology	  at	  Chicago,	  1977	  (the	  plate	  contains	  the	  end	  of	  the	  BG	  and	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  next	  piece,	  On	  Stillness).	  I	  had	  at	  my	  disposal	  a	  partial	  copy	  that	  does	  not	  contain	  the	  colophon.	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A	  vast	  collection	  of	  ascetic	  and	  mystical	  texts	  of	  both	  Greek	  and	  Syriac	  authors,	  such	  as	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  John	  of	  Dalyatha,	  Babai,	  Sahdona,	  John	  the	  Solitary,	  Abba	  Isaiah,	  Evagrius	  Ponticus,	  Mark	  the	  Monk,	  and	  Jacob	  of	  Serugh.	  There	  one	  can	  find	  a	  special	  section	  with	  the	  works	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  	  Content	  (all	  the	  texts	  are	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh):	  	  a)   Ff.	  210r–286v:	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  First	  Part	  b)   Ff.	  287r–312r:	  the	  BG	  c)   Ff.	  312r–320r:	  [Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā],	  On	  stillness	  	  
v.	  Biblioteca	  Apostolica	  Vaticana,	  sir.	  56222	  [=	  E]	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript,	  Serto,	  1487	  CE.	  	  Content	  (first	  three	  texts	  are	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh):	  	  	   a)   Ff.	  1v–160v:	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  First	  Part	  b)   Ff.	  161r–210v:	  the	  BG	  c)   Ff.	   212r–223v:	   a	   series	   of	   short	   texts	   among	   which	   there	   are	   the	  fragments	  from	  Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā’s	  On	  Stillness	  d)   Ff.	  224r–225v:	  Ephrem	  of	  Nisibis,	  Profitable	  Counsels	  e)   Ff.	  225v–231v:	  Jacob	  of	  Serugh,	  Mēmrē	  f)   Ff.	  231v–232r:	  John	  bar	  Andreos,	  Lamentation	  	  
vi.	  Šarfeh,	  Syrian	  Catholic	  Patriarchal	  Residence,	  Raḥmānī	  10323	  [=	  F]	  	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript,	  1897	  CE,	  Mosul,	  Matthew	  bar	  Paulos.	  	  Content	  (all	  the	  texts	  are	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh):	  	  a)   Ff.	  2v–124v:	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  First	  Part	  
                                                                                                                22	  Van	  Lantschoot	  1965,	  pp.	  87–88.	  23	  Sōnī	  1993,	  pp.	  47–48	  [no.	  154].	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b)   Ff.	  124v–164v:	  the	  BG	  c)   Ff.	  164v–177r:	  [Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā],	  On	  Stillness	  	  
vii.	  Berlin,	  Staatsbibliothek,	  Or.	  quart.	  115924	  [=	  G]	  East	   Syriac	   manuscript,	   1898	   CE,	   Mosul,	   priest	   ʿAbdalkaīm	   bar	   Ǧāǧō	   bar	  ʿAbdallāh	  bar	  Sulaimān	  Parsāyā.	  	  Content	  (all	  the	  texts	  are	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh):	  	  a)   Pp.	  1–315:	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  First	  Part	  b)   Pp.	  316–425:	  the	  BG	  c)   Pp.	  425–460:	  [Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā],	  On	  Stillness	  	  
viii.	  Harvard	  Semitic	  Museum	  4058	  (lost)25	  [=	  H]	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript,	  Serto,	  1901	  CE,	  Matthew	  bar	  Paulos	  (copied	  ‘from	  an	  ancient	  codex	  in	  Mor	  Mattai’).	  	  	  Content	  (texts	  b–d	  are	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh):	  	  a)	  Ff.	  6v–7r:	  Life	  of	  Isaac	  (in	  Garshuni)	  b)	  Ff.	  7v–160r:	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  First	  Part	  c)	  Ff.	  160v–211v:	  the	  BG	  d)	  Ff.	  211v–228r:	  [Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā],	  On	  Stillness	  e)	  Ff.	  228r–230v:	  Jacob	  of	  Serugh,	  Mīmrō	  	  
ix.	  Šarfeh,	  Syrian	  Catholic	  Patriarchal	  Residence,	  Raḥmānī	  31026	  [=	  I]	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript,	  Serto,	  1904–1906	  CE,	  Mosul,	  priestʿAbd	  al-­‐‑ʿAzīz	  (copied	  ‘from	  an	  ancient	  codex	  in	  Mor	  Mattai’).	  
                                                                                                                24	  Assfalg	  1963,	  pp.	  40–42.	  25	  The	  manuscript	  is	  lacking	  in	  Goshen-­‐‑Gottstein	  1979	  because	  of	  its	  disappearance	  from	  the	  library	  in	  the	  1950s.	  The	  present	  location	  is	  unknown.	  The	  information	  about	  the	  manuscript	  can	  be	  found	  in	  the	  unpublished	  catalogue	  of	  the	  same	  collection	  by	  Titterton	  1925,	  pp.	  258–259	  [no.	  123].	  26	  Sōnī	  1993,	  pp.	  89–92	  [no.	  260].	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A	  huge	  monastic	  miscellany	   that	   covers	  a	   great	   number	   of	   Greek	   and	   Syriac	  woks	  on	  asceticism	  and	  mysticism.	  I	  limit	  myself	  only	  to	  a	  presentation	  of	  the	  section	  that	  contains	  the	  works	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh:	  	   a)	  Pp.	  531–760:	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  First	  Part	  b)	  Pp.	  761–837:	  the	  BG	  c)	  Pp.	  838–862:	  [Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā],	  On	  Stillness	  	  
x.	  Birmingham,	  Mingana	  syr.	  15127	  [=	  K]	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript,	  Serto,	  1906	  CE,	  Matthew	  bar	  Paulos	  (copied	  ‘from	  an	  ancient	  codex	  in	  Mor	  Mattai’).	  	   Content	  (first	  three	  texts	  are	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh):	  	  a)	  Ff.	  1v–97v:	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  First	  Part	  b)	  Ff.	  97v–129r28:	  the	  BG	  c)	  Ff.	  129v–139v:	  [Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā],	  On	  Stillness	  d)	  Ff.	  139v–140v:	  Jacob	  of	  Serugh,	  Mīmrō	  e)	  Ff.	  141r–146r:	  Abraham	  of	  Nathpar,	  eight	  Mēmrē	  f)	  F.	  146v:	  Gregory	  of	  Cyprus,	  a	  fragment	  g)	  Ff.	  146v–147r:	  a	  historical	  account	  on	  Abraham	  of	  Nathpar	  	   Thus,	  we	  have	  information	  about	  a	  total	  of	  ten	  manuscript	  witnesses	  to	  the	   text	  of	   the	  BG,	  nine	  out	  of	  which	  are	  at	  present	  extant	  and	  one	   (Harvard	  Semitic	   Museum	   4058)	   is	   lost29.	   In	   the	   course	   of	   the	   present	   study	   it	   was	  possible	  to	  examine	  all	  available	  manuscripts	  with	  one	  exception	  (D).	  
                                                                                                                27	  Mingana	  1933,	  coll.	  349–351.	  28	  In	  Mingana	  1933,	  col.	  350	  by	  mistake	  ‘96b–129a’.	  29	  Chialà	  lists	  one	  more	  manuscript	  –	  Jerusalem,	  St.	  Mark’s	  Monastery	  182	  (Chialà	  2009,	  p.	  124,	  n.	  10).	  However,	  as	  it	  will	  be	  demonstrated	  below,	  the	  manuscript	  consists	  of	  the	  Arabic	  four-­‐‑volume	  corpus	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	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There	  are	  five	  copies	  made	  before	  the	  15th	  century	  (A,	  B,	  C,	  D,	  E)	  and	  other	  five	  copied	  in	  the	  modern	  period	  at	  the	  turn	  of	  the	  20th	  century	  (F,	  G,	  H,	  I,	  
K).	  Each	  of	  the	  five	  ancient	  copies	  was	  certainly	  made	  in	  the	  Ṭūr	  ʿAbdīn	  region,	  while	  the	  four	  recent	  ones	  originated	  in	  Mosul.	  All	  the	  copies	  except	  one	  are	  of	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  provenance	  and	  are	  written	  in	  Serṭo.	  The	  only	  exception	  is	  G	  which	   is	   written	   in	   the	   East	   Syrian	   handwriting	   (although	   as	   it	   will	   be	  demonstrated	   below	   its	   text	   is	   akin	   to	   other	   modern	   apographs	   of	   Syrian	  Orthodox	  provenance).	  Three	  modern	  copies	  (F,	  H	  and	  K)	  were	  executed	  by	  one	  and	  the	  same	  scribe	  –	  Matthew	  bar	  Paulos	  –	  whose	  name	  is	  well	  known	  as	  a	  prolific	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  scribe.	  All	  modern	  complete	  copies	  of	  the	  text	  derive	  from	  the	  same	  manuscript.	  	  
b.	  Relationship	  between	  the	  complete	  copies	  	  The	  information	  we	  have	  on	  extant	  complete	  copies	  of	  the	  BG	  makes	  it	  clear	  that	  some	   of	   them	   have	   evidently	   a	   very	   similar	   content;	   some	  were	   reportedly	  copied	   from	   an	   ancient	   codex	   from	   the	   monastery	   of	   Mor	   Mattai.	   All	   that	  suggests	   that	   it	   might	   be	   possible	   to	   discover	   a	   direct	   relationship	   at	   least	  between	   some	   of	   the	   available	   witnesses.	   It	   goes	   without	   saying	   that	   the	  preparation	  of	  the	  critical	  edition	  will	  require	  a	  more	  detailed	  analysis	  of	  the	  manuscripts,	   which	   will	   allow	   to	   figure	   out	   which	   witnesses	   preserve	   the	  superior	   text.	   For	   the	   purposes	   of	   the	   present	   study,	   I	   limit	  myself	   just	   to	   a	  preliminary	  evaluation	  of	  the	  manuscript	  evidence.	  Let	  us	  begin	  with	  two	  huge	  monastic	  anthologies,	  namely	  D	  and	  I	  that	  seem	  to	  be	  identical	  from	  the	  point	  of	  view	  of	  their	  content30.	  Arthur	  Vööbus,	  who	  studied	  both	  manuscripts	  de	  visu,	  argued	  that	  I	  was	  copied	  from	  D31.	  On	  
                                                                                                                30	  It	  goes	  without	  saying	  that	  the	  task	  of	  comparing	  two	  codices	  would	  be	  greatly	  facilitated	  by	  the	  availability	  of	  both	  manuscripts,	  but,	  most	  unfortunately,	  in	  the	  course	  of	  my	  research	  I	  had	  to	  rely	  only	  on	  partial	  copies	  as	  well	  as	  on	  brief	  catalogue	  description.	  31	  Vööbus	  1972,	  p.	  312	  n.	  33.	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the	  other	  hand,	  Charbel	  Chahine	  was	  not	  quite	  sure	  that	  I	  was	  copied	  directly	  from	  D,	  and	  for	  that	  reason,	  he	  ventured	  to	  introduce	  into	  the	  stemma	  a	  special	  codex	   that	   must	   have	   derived	   –	   together	   with	  D	   –	   from	   one	   and	   the	   same	  prototype32.	  The	  colophon	  of	  I	  indeed	  says	  that	  the	  manuscript	  was	  copied	  ‘[…]	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  the	  ancient	  copy	  which	  is	  in	  the	  monastery	  Mor	  Mattai	  in	  the	  mount	  ’Alfaf’.	  The	  contents	  of	  I	  is	  remarkably	  similar	  to	  that	  of	  D,	  and	  relying	  on	  the	  partial	  copies	  available	  to	  me,	  I	  would	  argue	  that	  both	  manuscripts	  are	  virtually	  identical33.	  Whereas	  a	  corroborative	  evidence	  in	  support	  of	  the	  direct	  relationship	  between	  D	  and	  I	  will	  be	  offered	  later,	  I	  would	  like	  to	  consider	  now	  a	  possible	  Vorlage	  of	  four	  other	  modern	  copies	  (F,	  G,	  H	  and	  K).	  In	  fact,	  we	  are	  fortunate	  enough	  in	  the	  case	  of	  two	  of	  them	  (H	  and	  K)	  to	  possess	  a	  remark	  made	  by	  the	  scribe	  (Matthew	  bar	  Paulos)	  that	  he	  used	  as	  a	  model	  ‘an	  ancient	  codex	  from	  the	  Mor	  Mattai	  monastery’.	  As	  we	  have	  just	  seen,	  the	  very	  same	  indication	  was	  made	  by	  a	  scribe	  of	  I,	  and	  it	  is	  very	  likely	  that	  the	  model	  codex	  mentioned	  was	  D.	  Is	  it	  possible	  to	  demonstrate	  cogently	  that	  all	  modern	  copies	  (F,	  G,	  H,	  I	  and	  K)	  derive	  from	   that	   particular	   manuscript?	   Indeed,	   in	   my	   opinion,	   we	   have	   sufficient	  evidence	  to	  consider	  manuscript	  Mor	  Mattai	  27	  (D)	  as	  being	  the	  direct	  Vorlage	  for	  all	  of	  the	  copies.	  This	  can	  be	  demonstrated	  both	  from	  the	  point	  of	  view	  of	  the	  text	  form	  of	  the	  treatises	  as	  preserved	  in	  the	  manuscripts	  as	  well	  as	  from	  the	  point	   of	   view	   of	   their	   composition,	   and	   also	   thanks	   to	   some	   external	  characteristics.	  Firstly,	  a	  uniformity	  of	  the	  text	  can	  most	  easily	  be	  observed	  if	  one	  pays	  attention	  to	  the	  chapter	  division	  of	  the	  BG34.	  The	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  is	  divided	  into	  seven	  centuries,	  each	  consisting	  of	  more	  or	  less	  100	  chapters.	  A	  comparison	  of	  
                                                                                                                32	  Chahine	  2004,	  p.	  234.	  Manuscript	  Mor	  Mattai	  Monastery	  27	  was	  not	  accessible	  to	  Chahine.	  33	  An	  eventual	  detailed	  comparison	  will	  enable	  us	  to	  verify	  whether	  all	  the	  texts	  in	  Mar	  Mattai	  27	  were	  copied	  in	  Šarfeh,	  Raḥmānī	  310.	  In	  a	  scribe’s	  note	  in	  Šarfeh,	  Raḥmānī	  310	  we	  are	  informed	  that	  the	  scribe	  was	  working	  very	  diligently	  not	  allowing	  any	  text	  to	  be	  omitted	  or	  reduced.	  34	  There	  is	  a	  slight	  variation,	  but	  this	  is	  due	  to	  the	  activity	  of	  the	  respective	  scribes	  and	  not	  due	  to	  the	  specific	  traits	  of	  the	  Vorlage.	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the	  manuscripts	  shows	  that	  the	  way	  the	  text	  is	  divided	  slightly	  varies	  from	  one	  copy	  to	  the	  other.	  Nevertheless,	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  modern	  copies	  F,	  G,	  I	  and	  K	  one	  finds	  nearly	  complete	  agreement.	  Secondly,	  all	  five	  manuscripts	  demonstrate	  the	  same	  combination	  of	  the	  works,	   the	  core	  section	  of	  which	   is	  a	   trilogy	  of	  works	  explicitly	  attributed	   to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh:	  First	  Part,	  the	  BG	  and	  On	  Stillness.	  Let	  us	  consider	  the	  relevant	  parts	  of	  the	  manuscripts	  synoptically:	  	  Mor	  Mattai	  27	  (D)	  
Šarfeh,	  Raḥmānī	  103	  (F)	  
Berlin,	   Or.	  quart.	   1159	  (G)	  
Harvard,	  Semitic	  Museum	  4058	  (H)	  
Šarfeh,	  Raḥmānī	  310	  (I)	  
Mingana	  syr.	  151	  (K)	  
eight	  
Mēmrē	   of	  Abraham	  of	  Nathpar	  (ff.	   51r–58r)	  
	   	   	   eight	  Mēmrē	  of	   Abraham	  of	   Nathpar	  (pp.	   135–153)	  
	  
a	  fragment	  from	  Gregory	  of	   Cyprus	  (ff.	   58r–58v)	  
	   	   	   a	   fragment	  from	  Gregory	   of	  Cyprus	   (p.	  154)	  
	  
	  	   	   	   Garshuni	  Life	  of	  Isaac	  of	   Nineveh	  (ff.	  6v–7r)	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First	   Part	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (ff.	   210r–286v)	  
First	  Part	  of	  Isaac	   of	  Nineveh	   (ff.	  2v–124v)	  
First	  Part	  of	  Isaac	   of	  Nineveh	  (pp.	  1–315)	  
First	  Part	  of	  Isaac	   of	  Nineveh	   (ff.	  7v–160r)	  
First	  Part	  of	  Isaac	   of	  Nineveh	  (pp.	   531–760)	  
First	  Part	  of	  Isaac	   of	  Nineveh	   (ff.	  1v–97v)	  
BG	   (ff.	  287r–312r)	  
BG	   (ff.	  124v–164r)	   BG	   (pp.	  316–425)	   BG	   (ff.	  160v–211v)	  
BG	   (pp.	  761–837)	   BG	   (ff.	   97v–129r)	  
On	  
Stillness	  (ff.	   312r–320r)	  
On	   Stillness	  (ff.	   164v–177r)	  
On	   Stillness	  (pp.	   425–460)	  
On	   Stillness	  (ff.	   211v–228r)	  
On	   Stillness	  (pp.	   838–862)	  
On	   Stillness	  (ff.	   129v–139v)	  
Mīmrō	   of	  Jacob	   of	  Serugh	  (ff.	   320r–320r)35	  
	   	   Mīmrō	   of	  Jacob	   of	  Serugh	   (ff.	  228r–230v)	  
Mīmrō	   of	  Jacob	   of	  Serugh	   (pp.	  862–866)	  
Mīmrō	   of	  Jacob	   of	  Serugh	   (ff.	  139v–140v)36	  	   	   	   	   	   eight	  Mēmrē	  of	   Abraham	  of	   Nathpar	  (ff.	   141r–146r)	  	   	   	   	   	   a	   fragment	  from	  Gregory	   of	  Cyprus	   (f.	  146v)	  	  As	  one	  can	  see,	  all	  the	  manuscripts	  contain	  the	  same	  core	  section	  of	  three	  works	  attributed	   to	   Isaac	   of	   Nineveh.	   The	   content	   of	   I	   mirrors	   that	   of	   D,	   other	  manuscripts	  differ	  slightly	  between	  each	  other.	  The	  content	  of	  F	  and	  G	  is	  limited	  
                                                                                                                35	  The	  folio	  was	  inserted	  between	  the	  two	  leaves	  and	  does	  not	  have	  its	  own	  number.	  36	  This	  text	  was	  overlooked	  in	  the	  catalogue	  of	  Mingana	  (Mingana	  1933,	  col.	  350).	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to	   the	   three	  main	  works,	  whereas	   in	  H	   and	  K	  we	   find	  additional	  material.	  H	  opens	  with	  a	  Garshuni	  life	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  and	  ends	  with	  a	  Mīmrō	  by	  Jacob	  of	  Serug;	  K	  contains	  more	  extensive	  appendix	  that	  includes	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  
Mīmrō	  the	  works	  by	  Abraham	  of	  Nathpar	  and	  Gregory	  of	  Cyprus.	  It	  is	  easy	  to	  find	  the	  origin	  of	  the	  additional	  material.	  We	  see	  that	  some	  scribes	  decided	  to	  limit	  the	  content	  of	  their	  copies	  only	  to	  the	  three	  main	  works	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  (F	  and	  G);	  in	  H	  the	  text	  is	  supplemented	  by	  the	  Mīmrō,	  and	  in	  K	  the	  works	  by	  two	  other	  writers	  were	  added.	  The	  ultimate	  source	  as	  for	  the	  main	  block	  as	  well	  as	  for	  the	  additional	  material	  was	  manuscript	  D37,	  because	  it	  is	  there	  that	  we	  find	  the	  Mīmrō	  of	  Jacob	  of	  Serugh	  right	  after	  On	  Stillness,	  whereas	  the	  works	  of	  Abraham	  of	  Nathpar	  and	  Gregory	  of	  Cyprus	  can	  be	  found	  in	  a	  different	  part	  of	  the	  same	  volume.	  Thirdly,	   in	  all	  modern	  copies	  but	  one	   (G)	  we	   find	  basically	   the	  same	  scribal	  note	  that	  appears	  for	  the	  first	  time	  in	  Mor	  Mattai	  27.	  	  Mor	   Mattai	   27	  (f.	  320r)	   Raḥmānī	  103	  (f.	  177r)	   Harvard,	  Semitic	  Museum	   4058	  (f.	  228a)38	  
Raḥmānī	   310	  (p.	  862)	   Mingana	   syr.	  151	  (f.	  139v)	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                                                                                                                37	  It	  is	  curious	  to	  observe	  that	  each	  of	  the	  three	  copies	  produced	  by	  a	  scribe	  Matthew	  bar	  Paulos	  is	  different:	  F	  contains	  only	  the	  principle	  works,	  H	  adds	  the	  Mīmrō	  and	  K	  provides	  a	  more	  extensive	  supplement.	  38	  The	  note	  is	  reproduced	  after	  Titterton’s	  catalogue	  (Titterton	  1925,	  p.	  259)	  where	  it	  is	  not	  stated	  whether	  it	  is	  provided	  in	  full	  length.	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It	   is	   required	  that	   every	  discerning	  brother	   who	  either	   will	  come	  across	  or	  will	   acquire	   or	  will	   read	   it	  [this	   volume],	  that	   he	   says	   a	  loving	   prayer	  in	   behalf	   of	  bishop	   Mor	  Ioannis,	  because	   he	  
It	   is	   required	  that	   every	  discerning	  brother	   who	  either	   will	  come	   across	  or	   will	  acquire	   or	  will	   read	   it	  [this	  volume],	   that	  he	   says	   a	  loving	  prayer	  in	   behalf	   of	  our	   father	  
It	   is	   required	  that	   every	  discerning	  brother	   who	  either	   will	  come	  across	  or	  will	   acquire	   or	  will	   read	   it	  [this	   volume],	  that	   he	   says	   a	  loving	   prayer	  in	   behalf	   of	  bishop	   Mor	  Ioannis,	  because	   he	  
It	   is	   required	  that	   every	  discerning	  brother	   who	  either	   will	  come	   across	  or	   will	  acquire	   or	  will	   read	   it	  [this	   volume],	  that	  he	  says	  a	  loving	   prayer	  in	   behalf	   of	  bishop	   Mor	  
It	   is	   required	  that	   every	  discerning	  brother	   who	  either	   will	  come	  across	  or	  will	   acquire	   or	  will	   read	   it	  [this	   volume],	  that	   he	   says	   a	  loving	   prayer	  in	   behalf	   of	  bishop	   Mor	  Ioannis,	  because	   he	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greatly	  participated	  and	   toiled	   on	  that	   book.	   Let	  God	   have	  mercy	   upon	  him	   as	   well	   as	  upon	   a	   sinner	  who	  wrote	   [it]	  and	   on	   his	  fathers	   and	  brothers	   in	  sprit	  and	  body.	  And	  let	  nobody	  blame	  me	  for	  I	  am	   not	   a	  [professional?]	  scribe.	   And	   let	  God	   forgive	  everybody	  who	   is	  merciful.	  Amen.	  
priest	   ʿAbd	  al-­‐‑Karīm,	  because	   he	  greatly	   toiled	  in	   correcting	  of	   that	   book.	  Let	  God	  have	  mercy	   upon	  him	  as	  well	  as	  upon	  a	  sinner	  who	   wrote	  [it],	   deacon	  Matthew	   bar	  Paulos	   the	  Syrian.	  
greatly	  participated	  on	  that	  book.	  
Ioannis39,	  because	   he	  greatly	  participated	  and	   toiled	   on	  that	  book.	  Let	  God	   have	  mercy	   upon	  him!	   (That	  was	   written	  in	  the	  ancient	  codex.	   I,	   the	  priest	  ʿAbd	  al-­‐‑ʿAzīz,	   did	   not	  add	  or	  reduce	  anything	   but	  wrote	  as	  I	  had	  seen).	  Who	   is	  merciful	   will	  be	   forgiven	  and	   to	   God	   is	  glory.	  
greatly	  participated	  and	   toiled	   on	  that	   book.	   Let	  God	   have	  mercy	   upon	  him	   as	   well	   as	  upon	   a	   sinner	  who	  wrote	  [it].	  
	  The	   comparison	   of	   the	   scribal	   notes	   shows	   that	   the	   account	   about	   the	  participation	  of	  a	  certain	  bishop	  Ioannis	  in	  the	  production	  of	  the	  book	  goes	  back	  to	  D40.	  All	  modern	  copies	  reproduce	  the	  same	  note	  with	  some	  slight	  alterations.	  Its	  reduced	  text,	  albeit	  with	  the	  name	  of	  bishop	  Ioannis,	  can	  be	  found	  in	  H,	  I	  and	  
K.	  The	  note	  is	  also	  reproduced	  in	  an	  abridged	  form	  in	  F	  but	  with	  different	  names:	  
                                                                                                                39	  Bunge	  (Bunge	  1985,	  p.	  19	  n.	  14)	  assumed	  that	  that	  bishop	  John	  could	  be	  a	  collector	  of	  Isaac’s	  works	  and	  should	  be	  identified	  with	  John	  mentioned	  in	  the	  anonymous	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  life	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  40	  The	  same	  person	  is	  mentioned	  elsewhere	  in	  the	  manuscript.	  
526130-L-bw-Geurts
Processed on: 7-11-2018 PDF page: 227
Chapter  IV.  The  Book  of  Grace  
 207 
a	  priest	  ʿAbd	  al-­‐‑Karīm	  and	  a	  scribe	  Matthew	  bar	  Paulos.	  However,	  only	  in	  I	  do	  we	  find	  an	  additional	  comment	  from	  the	  scribe	  that	  he	  had	  copied	  the	  note	  from	  the	  model.	  All	  in	  all,	  a	  study	  of	  the	  five	  modern	  copies	  of	  the	  BG	  (F,	  G,	  H,	  I	  and	  K)	  enables	   us	   to	   conclude	   that	   all	   of	   them	   were	   copied	   from	   the	   monastic	  miscellany	  D,	  one	  (I)	  being	  its	  virtually	  complete	  copy,	  whilst	  all	  the	  other	  (F,	  G,	  
H	   and	  K)	  provide	  only	  a	   selection	  of	   the	   texts,	   the	  core	  section	  of	  which	  is	  a	  trilogy	  of	  works	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  	   Having	   established	   the	   origin	   of	   the	  modern	   copies,	  we	   should	   now	  proceed	  to	  the	  issue	  of	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  ancient	  copies	  of	  the	  BG.	  	  	   Out	  of	  the	  five	  ancient	  copies	  of	  the	  BG,	  one	  was	  copied	  in	  1294/5	  (A),	  whereas	  all	   the	  other	  ones	  were	  produced	  during	   the	  second	  half	  of	   the	  15th	  century	  (B,	  C,	  D	  and	  E).	  Although	  their	  content	  is	  slightly	  different,	  the	  set	  of	  the	  three	  works	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  (First	  Part,	  the	  BG	  and	  On	  Stillness)	  in	  present	  in	  
B,	  D	   and	   E.	   Only	   two	   works	   (BG	   and	  On	   Stillness)	   feature	   in	  A,	   whereas	  D	  contains	  only	  the	  BG.	  Moreover,	  manuscripts	  A,	  B	  and	  E	  basically	  contain	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  only,	  whereas	  C	  are	  D	  are	  extensive	  monastic	  miscellanies	  and	  feature	  many	  other	  monastic	  texts.	  	   A	  partial	  collation	  of	  the	  five	  manuscripts	  has	  the	  following	  outcome.	  Perhaps	   with	   only	   one	   exception	   no	   direct	   relationship	   can	   be	   established	  between	  the	  manuscripts	  because	  every	  copy	  provides	  additional	  variants	  that	  compel	  us	  to	  assume	  that	  their	  direct	  models	  are	  at	  present	  lost.	  Nevertheless,	  there	  is	  a	  possibility	   to	  group	  some	  of	   the	  copies.	  Thus,	   the	   text	  form	  of	  A	   is	  significantly	   different	   from	   all	   other	   witnesses	   but	   C.	   On	   the	   other	   hand,	   C	  cannot	  be	  considered	  as	  deriving	  directly	  or	  indirectly	  from	  A.	  Therefore,	  it	  is	  safe	  to	  argue	  that	  both	  A	  and	  C	  represent	  one	  branch	  of	  the	  textual	  transmission	  of	  the	  BG,	  while	  A	  stands	  much	  closer	  to	  the	  archetype.	  	   Another	  branch	  is	  witnessed	  by	  B,	  D	  and	  E.	  Furthermore,	  I	  am	  inclined	  to	  suggest	  that	  B	  and	  E	  have	  an	  identical	  Vorlage.	  D	  features	  some	  significant	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variants	   that	   enable	   us	   to	   consider	   it	   as	   presenting	   a	   sub-­‐‑group	   within	   the	  second	  branch	  of	  the	  textual	  transmission	  of	  the	  BG.	  	   As	  for	  the	  quality	  of	  the	  text,	  none	  of	  the	  two	  branches	  seem	  to	  preserve	  a	   clearly	   superior	   text.	   Both	   branches,	   apparently	   due	   to	   an	   extensive	  transmission	   history,	   underwent	   considerable	   changes	   that	   led	   to	   the	  corruption	  of	  the	  text.	  	  Nevertheless,	  it	  should	  be	  stressed	  that	  the	  level	  of	  variation	  between	  the	  copies	  is	  minor,	  and	  for	  that	  reason,	  despite	  certain	  instability	  and	  variation,	  the	  manuscript	  tradition	  of	  the	  BG	  as	  preserved	  in	  the	  complete	  copies	  appears	  to	  derive	  ultimately	  from	  one	  particular	  copy.	  This	  homogeneity	  of	  the	  text	  form,	  as	  attested	  by	  the	  extant	  manuscript	  witnesses,	  allows	  us	  to	  qualify	  it	  as	  textus	  
receptus.	  It	  should	  be	  stressed	  however	  that	  textus	  receptus	  is	  the	  text	  form	  of	  the	  BG	  as	  circulating	  in	  the	  Syriac	  Orthodox	  milieu,	  since	  all	  the	  manuscripts	  presented	  above	  are	  of	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  provenance	  (or	  in	  the	  case	  of	  G,	  derive	  from	  a	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  copy).	  	  	  
c.	  Some	  formal	  peculiarities	  of	  the	  textual	  transmission	  	  Although	  the	  extant	  complete	  manuscript	  copies	  of	  the	  BG	  generally	  provide	  a	  stable	  text	  with	  minimal	  variation,	  there	  are	  some	  peculiar	  traits	  that	  deserve	  special	  attention.	  	  Thus,	  while	  comparing	  the	  manuscript	  copies	  of	  the	  text,	  one	  can	  easily	  notice	  occasional	  differences	  in	  the	  numeration	  of	  the	  chapters.	  For	  example,	  sometimes	   two	   chapters	   appear	   as	   a	   single	   chapter	   or	   on	   the	   contrary,	   one	  single	  chapter	  is	  present	  as	  two	  different	  ones.	  Another	  important	  trait	  that	  is	  attested	  by	  all	  the	  copies	  is	  the	  absence	  of	  chapter	  IV/15.	  What	  one	  normally	  finds	   is	   just	   the	   chapter	   number	   whereas	   the	   text	   is	   missing.	   Finally,	   one	  common	  feature	  of	  the	  entire	  manuscript	  tradition	  is	  the	  lacuna	  in	  the	  Syriac	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text	   (I/35–I/4341)	   that	   was	   substituted	   with	   an	   Arabic	   translation	   of	   the	  relevant	  passage42.	  	  	  
d.	  Manuscripts	  that	  contain	  selected	  chapters	  	  Apart	   from	   the	   complete	  copies	   of	   the	  BG	  presented	   above	   (at	   least	   in	   their	  original	  form),	  we	  have	  at	  present	  four	  manuscripts	  that	  provide	  selections	  of	  chapters.	  	  
i.	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  [=	  a]	  Rum	  Orthodox	  manuscript,	  10th	  c.	  This	  monastic	  miscellany	  of	  Rum	  Orthodox	  provenance	  was	  presented	  in	  Chapter	  II,	  where	  it	  was	  introduced	  as	  the	  most	  ancient	  witness	  to	  the	  text	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine.	  Similarly,	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  BG,	  the	  given	  manuscript	  is	  our	  oldest	  witness.	  A	  few	  fragments	  from	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  appear	  on	  ff.	  113–114	  and	  are	  followed	  by	  a	  text	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  <of	  Nineveh?>	  (ff.	  114r–116r);	  afterwards	   follows	   a	   selection	   of	   chapters	   from	   the	   BG43.	   Its	   content	   is	   as	  follows:	  	  ff.	  116r,	  line	  3	  from	  the	  bottom	  –	  116v,	  line	  4:	  I/33	  f.	  116v,	  line	  4	  –	  line	  15:	  IV/43	  f.	  116v,	  line	  15	  –	  line	  20:	  V/27	  f.	  116v,	  line	  20	  –	  line	  23:	  V/28	  f.	  116v,	  line	  24	  –	  line	  30:	  V/29	  ff.	  116v,	  line	  30	  –	  117r,	  line	  1:	  V/30	  f.	  117r,	  line	  1	  –	  line	  10:	  V/31	  
                                                                                                                41	  According	  to	  Šarfeh,	  Raḥmānī	  310.	  In	  Mardin	  Orth.	  196	  it	  is	  I/34–44.	  42	  I	  studied	  it	  elsewhere,	  see	  Kessel	  2012.	  43	  First	  identified	  in	  Bettiolo	  1988/9,	  p.	  116	  and	  n.	  43.	  It	  is	  worth	  noting	  that	  Bettiolo	  identified	  only	  nine	  chapters	  (I/32,	  IV/43,	  V/27–33),	  whereas	  the	  real	  number	  is	  higher	  (see	  below).	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f.	  117r,	  line	  10	  –	  line	  17:	  V/32	  f.	  117r,	  line	  17	  –	  line	  20:	  V/33	  f.	  117r,	  line	  20	  –	  line	  22:	  unidentified	  incipit:	   ܐ0&ܠ :59 ܕ%̇U *#ܬܪ89 ܐ*& %U %A!B< 	  f.	  117r,	  line	  22	  –	  line	  28:	  III/39	  f.	  117r,	  line	  28	  –	  line	  29:	  III/44	  f.	  117r,	  line	  29	  –	  line	  32:	  III/46	  ff.	  117r,	  line	  32	  –	  f.	  117v,	  line	  6:	  VII/77	  f.	  117v,	  line	  6	  –	  line	  8:	  unidentified	  incipit:	   ^ RB*H"U %U ܙܪF9 	  f.	  117v,	  line	  8	  –	  line	  18:	  unidentified	  incipit:	   :Q"\ ܕ*U !B8H9 ܕ8T&ܪܩ %U *AF&/ ܕR#M:9 	  	  	   Sinai	  syr.	  14	  provides	  the	  text	  of	  13	  chapters	  taken	  from	  centuries	  I,	  III,	  IV,	  V	  and	  VII.	  The	  selection	  features	  also	  three	  brief	  fragments	  of	  similar	  content	  and	  at	  present	  their	  attribution	  to	  the	  BG	  must	  remain	  an	  open	  question.	  Despite	  some	  apparent	  parallels,	   I	  was	  unable	   to	   identify	   those	  three	  chapters	   in	   the	  extant	  text	  of	  the	  BG44.	  The	   text	   contains	   no	   chapter	   numbers,	   and	   the	   chapters	   are	   only	  occasionally	  divided	  by	  means	  of	  a	  full	  stop	  sign.	  	   One	  of	  the	  most	  remarkable	  features	  of	  the	  Sinai	  manuscript	  is	  that	  the	  selection	  of	  the	  chapters	  from	  the	  BG	  is	  introduced	  with	  an	  explicit	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn:	  ‘from	  Mar	  Šemʿōn’	  ( %U %Bܝ  012#ܢ ).	  A	  direct	  indication	  of	  the	  author	  is	  an	  important	  hint	  that	  points	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  in	  the	  manuscript	  used	  as	  a	  model	  for	  the	  chapters	  from	  the	  BG,	  the	  text	  was	  attributed	  to	  Šemʿōn.	  This	  evidence	  will	  be	  of	  utmost	  importance	  for	  the	  discussion	  of	  the	  authorship	  of	  the	  text.	  	   The	  research	  done	  on	  the	  texts	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  in	  that	  manuscript	  has	  demonstrated	  that	  it	  contains	  fragments	  from	  First	  Part	  and	  Second	  Part45	  
                                                                                                                44	  For	  a	  possible	  explanation,	  see	  below.	  45	  Chialà	  2007,	  p.	  62.	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(some	  texts	  remain	  unidentified	  though).	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  provides	  a	  selection	  from	  the	  BG	  put	  next	  to	  the	  selection	  from	  Isaac	  that	  was	  justly	  described	  by	  Sabino	  Chialà	  as	  ‘una	  vera	  e	  propria	  antologia	  di	  ‘perle’	  isacchiane’46.	  	  
ii.	  British	  Library,	  Add.	  1472947	  [=	  b]	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript,	  Serto,	  12th/13th	  c.,	  damaged.	  	  	   This	   Syrian	   Orthodox	   monastic	   miscellany	   contains	   the	   texts	   of	  Philoxenus	  of	  Mabbug,	  Abba	  Isaiah,	  Isaac	  of	  Antioch	  and	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  The	   fragment	   from	  the	  BG	  occupies	  slightly	  more	   than	  one	   folio;	   the	  folios	  that	  preceded	  the	  chapters	  from	  the	  BG	  in	  the	  original	  manuscript	  are	  now	  lost.	  At	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  folio	  one	  can	  recognize	  only	  few	  words	  from	  the	  first	  chapter	  of	   the	  Century	   I.	  The	  chapters	   run	   from	  1	  up	   to	  12	  and	   then	  after	  a	  number	   ‘13’	   immediately	   follows	   another	   text	   that	   is	   not	   divided	   from	   the	  preceding	   chapters	   by	   any	   sort	   of	   rubric	   or	   title.	   The	   text	   that	   follows	   was	  identified	  by	  Chialà	  as	  fragments	  coming	  from	  homilies	  1	  and	  2	  of	  the	  Third	  Part	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh48.	  Additionally,	  on	  a	  margin	  of	  f.	  188r,	  the	  name	  of	  Isaac	  can	  be	  read.	  	  f.	  188r,	  line	  1	  –	  line	  2:	  I/1*	  f.	  188r,	  line	  2	  –	  line	  5:	  I/2	  f.	  188r,	  line	  5	  –	  line	  7:	  I/3	  f.	  188r,	  line	  8	  –	  line	  12:	  I/4	  f.	  188r,	  line	  13	  –	  line	  15:	  I/5	  f.	  188r,	  line	  16	  –	  line	  20:	  I/6	  ff.	  188r,	  line	  20	  –	  188v,	  line	  2:	  I/7*	  f.	  188v,	  line	  2	  –	  line	  8:	  I/8	  
                                                                                                                46	  Chialà	  2007,	  p.	  62.	  47	   Composite	  manuscripts,	   consists	   from	   parts	   of	   different	   manuscripts	   (on	   its	   composition	   see	  Wright	  1872,	  p.	  1229).	  Description	  of	  the	  given	  part	  is	  in	  Wright	  1871,	  pp.	  874–876.	  48	  See	  about	  those	  in	  Chialà	  2007,	  pp.	  89–90.	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line	  8	  –	  line	  15:	  I/9	  line	  15	  –	  line	  17:	  I/10	  line	  18	  –	  line	  22:	  I/11	  line	  22	  –	  f.	  189r,	  line	  8:	  I/12*	  line	  8:	  contains	  a	  chapter	  number	  ‘13’	  that	  is	  followed	  by	  a	  different	  text	  	   In	  contrast	  to	  manuscript	  a	  and	  (as	  we	  shall	  see	  below)	  c	  and	  d,	  i.e.	  all	  fragmentary	  witnesses	  of	  the	  BG,	  b	  provides	  a	  numeration	  (from	  1	  through	  13),	  whereas	  in	  the	  other	  copies	  there	  is	  no	  numeration	  and	  the	  chapters	  are	  divided	  by	  means	  of	  a	  simple	  full	  stop	  mark	  or	  contain	  no	  division	  whatsoever.	  This	  is	  an	  important	  evidence	  that	  chapter	  numeration	  was	  present	  in	  the	  manuscripts	  already	  at	  an	  early	  date.	  And	  thus,	  the	  absence	  of	  chapter	  numbers	  in	  a	   later	  manuscript	   (d)	   does	   not	   demonstrate	   the	   secondary	   nature	   of	   the	   chapter	  numeration	  (as	  it	  was	  argued	  by	  Bunge).	  In	   case	   of	   the	  manuscripts	   a,	   c,	   and	  d	   one	   deals	  with	   a	   selection	   of	  chapters	  from	  the	  BG	  and	  for	  that	  reason,	  the	  absence	  of	  numeration	  is	  quite	  predictable.	  As	  far	  as	  the	  chapters	  in	  b	  are	  concerned,	  one	  cannot	  be	  absolutely	  sure	  about	  their	  provenance.	  Since	  they	  start	  from	  chapter	  1	  of	  the	  Century	  I	  and	  run	  up	  to	  chapter	  13	  one	  might	  assume	  that	  what	  we	  find	  in	  that	  manuscript	  is	  a	   beginning	   of	   the	   BG	   and	   that	   its	   Vorlage	   contained	   the	   complete	   text	  reproduced	  by	  a	  scribe	  as	  a	  fragment.	  However,	  the	  fact	  that	  text	  breaks	  off	  with	  number	   ‘13’	   and	   then	   runs	   quite	   different	   text	   from	   the	  Third	   Part	   of	   Isaac	  (although	  written	  by	  the	  same	  hand)	  cannot	  prove	  such	  an	  assumption.	  All	  in	  all,	   that	   case	   is	   indeed	   a	   complicated	   one	   and	   escapes	   a	   straightforward	  explanation.	  A	  further	  observation	  needs	  to	  be	  done.	  The	  presence	  of	  the	  name	  of	  Isaac	  on	  the	  margin	  cannot	  be	  neglected.	  One	  may	  assume	  that	  the	  name	  was	  added	  either	  by	  a	  scribe	  or	  by	  a	  later	  reader49.	  In	  either	  case,	  it	  would	  indicate	  
                                                                                                                49	  Unfortunately,	  the	  damaged	  condition	  of	  the	  folio	  does	  not	  allow	  one	  to	  compare	  its	  ductus	  with	  that	  of	  the	  main	  part	  of	  the	  manuscript,	  and	  thus	  to	  find	  out	  whether	  the	  name	  was	  written	  by	  the	  scribe	  or	  added	  by	  a	  later	  reader.	  
526130-L-bw-Geurts
Processed on: 7-11-2018 PDF page: 233
Chapter  IV.  The  Book  of  Grace  
 213 
that	  at	  the	  head	  of	  the	  section	  containing	  the	  chapters	  there	  was	  no	  indication	  of	  the	  author.	  Its	  anonymity	  might	  have	  prompted	  the	  wish	  to	  identify	  its	  author,	  and	  that	  was	  eventually	  done	  by	  a	  reader	  aware	  of	  the	  standard	  form	  of	  the	  text	  that	  is	  always	  attributed	  to	  Isaac.	  Given	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  Vorlage	  of	  b	  may	  have	  been	  a	  complete	  text	  of	  the	  BG,	  such	  an	  association	  does	  not	  seem	  to	  be	  strange,	  for	   we	   know	   that	   already	   in	   the	   13th	   century	   the	   text	   circulated	   with	   an	  attribution	  to	  Isaac	  (e.g.	  Mardin	  Orth.	  196	  dated	  1294/5).	  	  Thus,	  the	  significance	  of	  the	  evidence	  offered	  by	  b	  lies	  in	  its	  record	  of	  an	  early	  (12th/13th	  c.)	  date	  when	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  started	  to	  circulate	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition	  with	  an	  attribution	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  	  	  
iii.	  Berlin,	  Staatsbibliothek,	  Sachau	  35250	  [=	  c]	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript,	  Serto,	  13th	  c.,	  some	  of	  the	  folios	  are	  bound	  in	  the	  wrong	  order.	  	  This	   Syrian	   Orthodox	   monastic	   miscellany	   contains	   the	   works	   attributed	   to	  Evagrius	  Ponticus,	  John	  the	  Solitary,	  Macarius,	  Abraham	  of	  Nathpar	  and	  other	  monastic	  writers.	  	   Close	  to	  the	  end	  of	  the	  volume,	  among	  many	  other	  short	  texts	  one	  finds	  on	   ff.	   197r–199r	  a	   text	  with	   the	   following	   title	  Selected	  Words	   from	  the	  Holy	  
Fathers	   ( ܬܘܒ  %̈t  %W5"̈&/  ܕܐ!Ïܬ/  JA*̈H9 ).	   The	   text	   occupies	   two	   folios	  and	  consists	  of	  a	  series	  of	  brief	  chapters	  divided	  simply	  with	  a	  full	  stop	  sign.	  Some	  of	  the	  chapters	  can	  be	  identified	  with	  chapters	  in	  the	  BG.	  The	  identification	  of	  the	  other	  short	  fragments	  is	  not	  clear.	  	  As	  for	  the	  origin	  of	  that	  section,	  one	  can	  safely	  state	  that	  it	  certainly	  does	  not	  depend	  directly	  on	  an	  East	  Syriac	  model.	  Its	  anonymity	  as	  well	  as	  the	  fact	  that	  one	  of	  the	  short	  pieces	  that	  follow	  the	  chapters	  from	  the	  BG	  appears	  also	  in	  
                                                                                                                50	  Sachau	  1899,	  pp.	  638-­‐‑646.	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Mingana	  syr.	  8651	  suggest	  that	  the	  selection	  of	  the	  chapters	  from	  the	  BG	  might	  come	  from	  a	  similar	  compilation.	  	  	  Collation:	  f.	  197r,	  col.	  2	  lines	  5–12:	  not	  identified	  incipit:	   @"&  %Aܡ  ܕ*U  ܕ%T]...[  JB*Bܘܬ/  ܕܪF"Q9   lines	  12–19:	  III/65 lines	  20–30:	  III/49	  	  ff.	  197r,	  col.	  2,	  line	  30	  –	  197v,	  col.1,	  line	  1:	  IV/89	  lines	  1–4:	  IV/8852	  lines	  4–8:	  not	  identified	  incipit:	   ܐ*k  ܕ^  ]..[RS[9  ܐܘ%Q#ܬ/  ܕ^  ]...[  ܘ^  %"&ܪܘܬ/  lines	  9–13:	  not	  identified	  incipit:	   ]...[  %"&Mܬ/  ܨܘ%9  ܘܪ*U  ]...[  ܪ!#ܬ  DB:9  lines	  14–18:	  V/20	  lines	  19–23:	  V/21	  f.	  197v,	  col.1,	  line	  24	  –	  col.2,	  line	  7:	  V/51	  lines	  8–13:	  VI/80	  lines	  13–23:	  VII/19	  lines	  23–32:	  VII/29	  ff.	  197v,	  col.	  2,	  line	  33	  –	  198r,	  col.1,	  line	  10:	  VII/34	  (incomplete)	  lines	  10–14:	  VII/35	  lines	  15–20:	  VII/55	  lines	  20–28:	  VII/72	  (incomplete) lines	  28–30:	  not	  identified	  incipit:	   ܘܝ  @5B8H9  ܕ%N!w  f.198r,	  col.1,	  line	  30	  –	  col.	  2,	  line	  4:	  VII/82	  (incomplete)	  
                                                                                                                51	  Sachau	  352,	  f.	  198v,	  lines	  13–23	  =	  Mingana	  syr.	  86,	  f.	  45r,	  lines	  11–14	  +	  15–16.	  52	  The	  fragment	  is	  present	  also	  in	  d.	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   In	  total,	  c	  provides	  the	  evidence	  for	  the	  following	  15	  chapters	  from	  the	  BG:	  III/49,	  III/65,	  IV/88,	  IV/89,	  V/20,	  V/21,	  V/51,	  VI/80,	  VII/19,	  VII/29,	  VII/34,	  VII/35,	  VII/55,	  VII/72,	  VII/82.	  	  
iv.	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  [=	  d]	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript,	  Serto,	  ca.	  1300,	  damaged.	  	  This	   Syrian	   Orthodox	   monastic	   miscellany	   was	   mentioned	   already	   twice	   in	  Chapter	  II.	  As	  said	  earlier,	  the	  manuscript	  consists	  of	  the	  parts	  coming	  from	  two	  separate	  manuscripts.	  In	  the	  older	  part	  (dated	  ca.	  1300)	  we	  find	  fragments	  from	  Šemʿōn	  ‘s	  work	  edited	  by	  A.	  Mingana	  in	  1934	  (Book	  of	  Medicine),	  whereas	  a	  more	  recent	  part	  (ca.	  15th	  c.)	  features	  a	  fragment	  from	  the	  Homily	  on	  the	  Consecration	  
of	  the	  Cell.	  A	  large	  selection	  of	  chapters	  from	  the	  BG	  can	  also	  be	  found	  in	  an	  older	  part	  of	  the	  codex.	  On	  ff.	  2r–3v	  and	  13r–90v	  of	  the	  older	  part	  one	  can	  find	  a	  continuous	  text	  that	  appears	  as	  a	  single	  unit	  divided	  into	  rather	  short	  unnumbered	  chapters	  that	  are	  marked	  with	  a	  full	  stop	  sign	  (܀).	  Other	  important	  features	  of	  the	  text	  are	  the	  absence	  of	  any	  title	  or	  indication	  of	  the	  author(s)	  as	  well	  as	  the	  numerous	  texts	  in	  the	  margins.	  Since	  only	  one	  text	  in	  that	  section	  bears	  an	  attribution	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  Mingana	  suggested	  that	  all	  the	  texts	  in	  that	  section	  were	  written	  by	  Isaac.	   Evidently,	   Mingana	   was	   only	   partially	   right	   in	   his	   statement,	   for	   the	  manuscript	   contains	   fragments	   from	   works	   by	   Šemʿōn	   of	   undisputed	  authenticity.	   Nevertheless,	   it	   seems	   quite	   probable	   that	   all	   the	   texts	   in	   the	  section	  could	  have	  been	  indeed	  attributed	  in	  the	  original	  manuscript	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  As	  we	  know	  from	  other	  witnesses,	  the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  were	  ascribed	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  Earlier	   scholarly	   efforts	   have	   led	   to	   the	   identifications	  of	   some	   texts	  from	  that	  part	  of	  the	  manuscript.	  It	  has	  been	  demonstrated	  that	  the	  text	  contains	  fragments	  from	  the	  treatises	  of	  the	  Second	  Part	  by	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  including	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the	  so-­‐‑called	  Gnostic	  Chapters53.	  Furthermore,	  as	  mentioned	  above,	  one	  can	  find	  within	  the	  very	  same	  part	  of	  the	  manuscript	  a	  fragment	  from	  Šemʿōn’s	  Book	  of	  
Medicine.	   As	   already	   acknowledged	   by	   Gabriel	   Bunge,	   there	   is	   an	   extensive	  selection	   of	   chapters	   from	   the	   BG	   right	   at	   the	   beginning	   of	   the	   text	   under	  consideration.	   However,	   a	   closer	   study	   of	   the	   text	   enables	   us	   to	   identify	  additional	  chapters	  that	  were	  not	  recognized	  by	  Bunge54.	  The	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  starts	  on	  f.	  2r	  where	  one	  can	  find	  the	  end	  of	  I/76.	  Apparently,	   the	   preceding	   folios	   of	   the	   original	  manuscript	   contained	   earlier	  chapters	  of	  the	  first	  Century.	  The	  folios	  containing	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  were	  bound	  in	  the	  wrong	  order	  and	  the	  correct	  sequence	  can	  be	  reconstituted	  by	  means	  of	  an	  internal	  analysis	  (see	  below).	  The	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  runs	  till	  f.	  37v	  where	  chapter	  100	  from	  Century	  VII	  can	  be	  found.	  The	  final	  chapter	  is	  not	  marked	  and	  the	  text	  goes	  in	  a	  similar	  fashion	  all	  the	  way	  through	  f.	  90.	  The	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  appears	  in	  the	  older	  part	  of	  the	  manuscript	  and	  there	  can	  be	  no	  doubt	  that	  –	  despite	  the	  loss	  of	  many	  folios	  –	  the	  original	  codex	  did	  not	  contain	  the	  complete	  text,	  rather	  it	  was	  an	  extensive	  selection	  of	  chapters	  from	  the	  BG.	  For	  some	  unclear	  reason,	  many	  chapters	  were	  written	  also	  in	  the	  margins.	  On	  the	  basis	  of	  the	  identification	  proposed	  by	  scholars	  of	  the	  text	  on	  ff.	  1–90	  one	  can	  offer	  a	  tentative	  description	  of	  the	  contents	  of	  a	  part	  of	  the	  original	  manuscripts.	  It	  consisted	  of:	  a)	  a	  selection	  from	  the	  BG,	  b)	  a	  selection	  from	  the	  
Chapters	  of	  Knowledge	  by	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  c)	  a	  selection	  of	  other	  chapters	  from	  
Second	  Part	  as	  well	  as	  some	  other	  material	  that	  remains	  so	  far	  unidentified.	  On	  f.	  37v	  with	  chapter	  100	  from	  Century	  VII	  there	  is	  a	  marginal	  note	  that	   reads	   4"5# 	  which	  may	  be	   interpreted	  as	  an	  abbreviation	  of	   the	  name	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	  Considering	  the	  presence	  of	  the	  last	  chapter	  of	  the	  text,	  one	  may	  assume	  that	  it	  is	  an	  indication	  made	  by	  a	  reader	  who	  was	  willing	  to	  mark	  
                                                                                                                53	  Chialà	  2007,	  pp.	  59–60.	  54	  Bunge	  reconstructed	  the	  original	  sequence	  of	  the	  folios	  as	  follows:	  ff.	  2,	  15,	  13,	  14,	  16,	  3	  lacuna,	  17,	  18,	  19,	  lacuna,	  20,	  21,	  lacuna,	  22	  and	  identified	  150	  chapters,	  conceding	  that	  the	  real	  number	  might	  be	  higher	  (Bunge	  1985,	  p.	  8).	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the	  end	  of	  the	  text.	  And	  if	  indeed	  so,	  then	  it	  is	  an	  indication	  that	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  ends	  with	  chapter	  100	  and	   that	   the	   following	   text	  does	  not	  belong	   to	   the	  same	  work.	  	  Collation55:	  f.	  2rv:	  I/76*,	  78,	  79,	  83,	  84	  {text	  on	  margin	  is	  illegible}	  f.	  15rv:	  I/84,	  85,	  86,	  88,	  89,	  II/20,	  29	  f.	  13rv:	  II/29,	  30,	  60,	  69,	  70,	  71,	  86	  f.	   14rv:	   II/86,	   87,	   88,	   89,	   91,	   92,	   93,	   94,	   96,	   III/3	   {text	  on	  margin	   cannot	   be	  identified	  with	  the	  BG}	  f.	  16rv:	  III/3,	  4,	  5,	  6,	  7,	  10,	  14,	  20	  {text	  on	  margin	  cannot	  be	  identified	  with	  the	  BG}	  f.	  3rv:	  III/20,	  21,	  22,	  23,	  25,	  33,	  34,	  38,	  39,	  40*	  {text	  on	  margin	  is	  illegible}	  
lacuna	  f.	  17rv:	  IV/38*,	  43,	  UI,	  53,	  55	  f.	  18rv:	  IV/55,	  59,	  60,	  62,	  73,	  78	  {text	  on	  margin	  is	  illegible}	  f.	  19rv:	  IV/78,	  79,	  80,	  81,	  82,	  84,	  85,	  86,	  87,	  88*	  {on	  margins	  IV/91;	  another	  text	  cannot	  be	  identified	  with	  the	  BG	  }	  
lacuna	  f.	  20rv:	  V/14*,	  UI,	  19,	  21,	  UI,	  22,	  25,	  27	  {on	  margin	  V/58}	  f.	  21rv:	  V/27,	  28,	  29,	  30,	  31*	  {on	  margin	  V/60;	  another	  text	  cannot	  be	  identified	  with	  the	  BG}	  
lacuna	  f.	  22rv:	  V/77*,	  78,	  UI,	  81,	  83,	  92	  f.	  23rv:	  V/92,	  VI/1,	  2,	  3,	  4,	  5,	  6	  f.	  24rv:	  VI/6,	  7,	  20,	  22,	  25,	  43	  {on	  margin	  VI/53	  and	  VI/67;	  another	  text	  cannot	  be	  identified	  with	  the	  BG}	  f.	  25rv:	  43,46,47,52,59,61	  {on	  margin	  VI/64}	  f.	  26rv:	  VI/61,	  62,	  63,	  71	  {on	  margin	  VI/69,	  71}	  
                                                                                                                55	  Due	  to	  a	  large	  number	  of	  unidentified	  passages	  I	  do	  not	  reproduce	  their	  incipits	  here.	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f.	  27rv:	  VI/71,	  72,	  73,	  74,	  86,	  VII/13	  {on	  margin	  VI/85,	  VII/15}	  f.	  28rv:	  VII/13,	  19,	  20,	  27,	  29	  f.	  29rv:	  VII/29,	  30,	  31,	  32,	  33	  f.	  30rv:	  VII/33,	  34,	  39,	  44,	  45	  f.	  31rv:	  VII/45,	  50,	  51,	  52,	  53,	  56,	  57	  f.	  32rv:	  VII/60+61,	  62,	  63,	  64,	  65,	  67	  {on	  margin	  VII/73}	  f.	  33rv:	  VII/67,	  72a,	  72b,	  72c,	  72d,	  78	  {on	  margin	  VII/75;	  another	  text	  cannot	  be	  identified	  with	  the	  BG}	  f.	  34rv:	  VII/78,	  79,	  UI,	  82,	  84a,	  84b	  	  f.	  35rv:	  VII/84b,	  86,	  90,	  UI,	  UI,	  UI	  f.	  36rv:	  UI,	  UI	  	  f.	  37rv:	  UI,	  VII/100,	  99	  f.	  38rv:	  VII/99	  	  As	  argued	  by	  Bunge,	  what	  we	  have	  in	  d	  is	  the	  remaining	  part	  of	  a	  once	  complete	  copy	  of	  the	  BG56.	  The	  contents	  of	  the	  manuscript	  do	  not	  allow	  us	  to	  agree	  with	  that	  conclusion.	  As	  one	  can	  easily	  see	  from	  the	  collation,	  the	  text	  provides	  the	  chapters	  not	  in	  their	  consecutive	  order,	  but	  with	  considerable	  omissions.	  That	  is	  why	  I	  prefer	  to	  qualify	  the	  manuscript	  as	  containing	  an	  extensive	  selection	  of	  chapters	  from	  the	  BG.	  	  
e.	  Results	  	  To	   conclude	   the	   presentation	   of	   the	   four	   manuscripts	   that	   contain	   selected	  chapters	   from	   the	   BG	   and	   range	   between	   10th	   and	   13th	   century,	   let	   us	   put	  together	  the	  material	  that	  they	  provide	  for	  the	  BG.	  	  	  	  
                                                                                                                56	  Bunge	  1985,	  p.	  8.	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Century	   Chapters	   Total	  number	  I	   1*–12,	  33,	  76*,	  78,	  79,	  83–86,	  88,	  89	   22	  II	   20,	  29,	  30,	  60,	  69–71,	  86–89,	  91–94,	  96	   16	  III	   3–7,	  10,	  14,	  20–23,	  25,	  33,	  34,	  38,	  39,	  40*,	  44,	  46,	  49,	  65	  
21	  
IV	   38*,	  43,	  53,	  55,	  59,	  60,	  62,	  73,	  78–82,	  84–89,	  91	   20	  V	   14*,	  19,	  20–22,	  25,	  27–30,	  31*,	  32,	  33,	  51,	  58,	  60,	  77*,	  78,	  81,	  83,	  92	  
21	  
VI	   1–7,	  20,	  22,	  25,	  43,	  46,	  47,	  52,	   53,	   59,	   61–64,	   67,	   69,	  71–74,	  80,	  85,	  86	  
29	  
VII	   13,	   15,	   19,	   20,	   27,	   29–35,	  39,	   44,	   45,	   50–53,	   55,	   56,	  57,	  60–67,	  72,	  73,	  75,	  77–79,	  82,	  84,	  86,	  90,	  99,	  100	  
42	  
	  Having	   identified	   the	   fragments	   of	   the	  BG	   in	   the	   four	  manuscripts,	   it	   is	   now	  necessary	  to	  enquire	  whether	  the	  text	  they	  provide	  is	  congruous	  with	  the	  textus	  
receptus.	  Indeed,	  since	  the	  four	  manuscripts	  originate	  from	  around	  10th	  –	  13th	  century	  they	  allow	  us	  to	  access	  the	  period	  preceding	  the	  13th	  century	  when	  we	  encounter	   the	   very	   first	   attestations	   of	   the	  established	   textus	   receptus.	  What	  matters	   here	   is	   to	   ascertain	  whether	   the	   textus	   receptus	   –	  as	   attested	   in	   the	  Syriac	  Orthodox	  manuscripts	  from	  the	  13th	  century	  onwards	  –	  represents	  the	  same	  text	  form	  as	  that	  available	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  milieu.	  I	  would	  like,	  however,	  to	  postpone	  this	  task	  until	  another	  type	  of	  witnesses	  of	  the	  indirect	  transmission	  is	  presented.	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3.	  Quotations	  	  We	   are	   fortunate	   to	   possess	   a	   number	   of	   quotations	   from	   four	   later	  works,	  which	   are	   indirect	   witnesses	   to	   the	   text	   of	   the	   BG.	   One	   of	   those	   is	   Syrian	  Orthodox	  (Ethicon	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō),	  the	  other	  three	  –	  East	  Syrian	  (Commentary	  
on	  Kephalaia	  Gnostica	  of	  Evagrius	  Ponticus	  by	  an	  anonymous	  author,	  and	  two	  compositions	  by	  Joseph	  Ḥazzāyā	  and	  Elias	  of	  Anbar).	  Let	  us	  examine	  each	  of	  the	  witnesses	  in	  the	  chronological	  order.	   	  	  
a.	  Anonymous	  commentary	  on	  the	  Kephalaia	  Gnostica	  of	  Evagrius	  
Ponticus	  (unknown	  date,	  8th	  c?)	  	  The	  author	  of	  the	  Commentary	  on	  the	  Kephalaia	  Gnostica	  of	  Evagrius	  Ponticus	  remains	  so	  far	  unidentified57	  and	  the	  text	  is	  preserved	  in	  a	  unique	  East	  Syriac	  monastic	  compilation	  olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237.	  As	  we	  have	  seen	  earlier	  in	  the	  chapter	  on	  the	  minor	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  this	  text	  contains	  also	  a	  large	  portion	  from	  his	  Book	  of	  Medicine.	  	   One	  can	  find	  in	  the	  commentary	  two	  quotations	  from	  Century	  VII	  of	  the	  BG58.	  One	  of	  those	  is	  given	  below,	  whereas	  the	  other	  will	  be	  treated	  separately.	   	  	  
Commentary	  on	  the	  Kephalaia	  Gnostica	  of	  
Evagrius	  Ponticus59	   BG	  VII/92	  
ܗD#ܬ  ܕ*U  ܐ%̣B  ܐܦ  4#!Q9  %Bܝ  012#ܢ  *["A*9.  
*AF&/  @?  0["1&/:  ܕܪ="Y9  %̣U  ܕܘ!]<  ܬJ̈Q9  
*AF&/  0["1&/  ܕ=]*eh  ܙܘF̈9  ܘ%T&DSQ̈9  
ܕDA*Q9  F?  =Ḧ9  ܘܪ="Y9  %̣U  ܕܘ!]<  ܬJQ̈9  ܘF1̈t  
                                                                                                                57	  According	  to	  Guillaumont,	  the	  text	  of	  the	  commentary	  is	  different	  from	  the	  extant	  commentaries	  on	  Kephalaia	  Gnostica	  by	  Babai	  the	  Great	  and	  Dionysius	  bar	  Ṣalibi	  (Guillaumont	  1958,	  p.	  11	  n.	  3).	  58	  Quotations	  were	  first	  identified	  by	  Bettiolo	  (Bettiolo	  1988/9,	  pp.	  116–117).	  59	  I	  follow	  the	  manuscript	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  f.	  135r,	  lines	  6–10	  (the	  text	  can	  be	  found	  also	  in	  Vosté	  1929,	  p.	  158).	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ܘF1̈t  ܕܬ*5#ܬ/:  ܘDA*Q9  F?  =B*e#ܬ  ܙ̈ܘF9  
ܘ%AܪDQ#ܬ/  ܕ:#̈Dt  F1"Ÿ9  ܘJZ"̈Q9܆  %#@A<  
%T5B8#ܬ/  ܘ8e"[#ܬ/  ܘ0#!Iܪ<  
ܕܬ*5#ܬ/  ܘFQ#*#ܬ/  ܕܬ!̇B*U    ܘ%ḢQY"U  ܘ%1̇``"U  
@S59.  ܘ!HQ"#ܬܗܘܢ  !̇l*U  @1̈t  ܕD&!̈9  
ܘ%İOW"U  M%&ܗ  ܕܐ@I/.  ܘMܐܙ/  05"̈[9  
ܕFS19  =Aܬ/.  JZ"̈t  :W"̈a/  ܐܪ%"&  ܘ!Q"̈9  
:W"̈a/  ܐܘ@Aܬ  @WI89	  And	  also	   the	  blessed	  monk	  Mar	  Šemʿōn	  said	   that	   shallow	   knowledge	   that	   is	  remote	  from	  virtuous	  behaviour	  and	  the	  labours	  of	  repentance	  which	  is	  joint	  with	  acute	  thoughts	  and	  intellections	  of	  deep	  and	   thin	   thoughts	   begets	   self-­‐‑conceit,	  haughtiness	  and	  pride.	   
Shallow	   knowledge,	   which	   consist	   of	  acute	  thoughts	  and	  intellections,	  which	  is	  joint	   with	   passions	   and	   remote	   from	  virtuous	   behaviour	   and	   the	   labours	   of	  repentance	   and	   asceticism	   that	   break,	  torment	  and	  humble	  the	  heart	  [pertains	  to	   the	   people]	   who	   examine	   in	   their	  insanity	  the	  words	  of	  the	  Scriptures	  and	  they	  reflect	  upon	  the	  heights	  of	  God	  and	  the	  glorious	  mysteries	  of	  the	  New	  World	  –	  that	  slew	  many	  and	  begot	  many	  sons	  for	  Gehenna. 	  The	  comparison	  of	  this	  quotation	  with	  the	  original	  text	  shows	  that	  the	  author	  of	  the	  Commentary	  paraphrased	  the	  original	  text,	  and	  we	  can	  even	  assume	  that	  he	  cited	  the	  passage	  from	  memory.	  The	  author	  completely	  omits	  the	  description	  of	  the	  effect	  of	  the	  ascetic	  way	   of	   life	   (‘that	   breaks,	   torments	   and	   humbles	   the	   heart’),	   whereas	   the	  audacious	   examination	   of	   theological	   problems	   (‘and	   they	   examine	   in	   their	  insanity	  the	  words	  of	  the	  Scriptures	  and	  they	  reflect	  upon	  the	  heights	  of	  God	  and	  the	   glorious	   mysteries	   of	   the	   New	   World’)	   is	   simply	   paraphrased	   as	  ‘intellections	  of	  deep	  and	  thin	  thoughts’.	  Finally,	  a	  dramatic	  outcome	  (‘that	  slew	  many	  and	  begot	  many	  sons	  for	  Gehenna’)	  is	  replaced	  by	  a	  statement	  that	  such	  an	  audacious	  behaviour	  leads	  to	  self-­‐‑conceit	  and	  pride.	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   This	  quotation	  is	  a	  good	  illustration	  of	  how	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  could	  be	  handled	  in	  the	  next	  centuries	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition.	  We	  can	  also	  see	  that	  the	  text	  could	  easily	  be	  adapted	  to	  the	  needs	  of	  the	  new	  narrative.	  	   Of	  vital	   importance	   for	   the	  present	   study	   is	  an	  explicit	  attribution	  of	  quotations	  to	  Šemʿōn.	  It	  is	  one	  of	  the	  key	  documents	  that	  prove	  his	  authorship	  of	  the	  BG	  and	  will	  be	  specifically	  treated	  in	  a	  special	  section	  below.	  	   Furthermore,	  a	  presence	  of	  quotations	  from	  the	  BG	  in	  a	  commentary	  on	  Evagrius’	  Kephalaia	  Gnostica	  clearly	  demonstrates	  the	  context	  in	  which	  the	  BG	  was	  read	  and	  the	  literature	  that	  it	  was	  associated	  with.	  In	  short,	  it	  appears	  that	  the	   BG	   was	   treated	   as	   an	   intellectual	   monastic	   reading	   that	   probably	   was	  available	  only	  to	  already	  experienced	  monks	  who	  could	  gain	  profit	  from	  reading	  Evagrius’	  Kephalaia	  Gnostica.	   Finally,	   those	   two	  quotations	   are	   an	   important	  document	  registering	  the	  availability	  and	  circulation	  of	  the	  BG	  within	  an	  East	  Syriac	  milieu	  around	  hundred	  or	  two	  hundred	  years	  after	  its	  composition.	  	  	  	  	  	  
b.	  Joseph	  Ḥazzāyā	  (8th	  c.).	  	  An	  8th	  century	  monastic	  author,	  Joseph	  Ḥazzāyā,	  appears	  to	  be	  well	  acquainted	  with	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  as	  one	  can	  find,	  apart	  from	  numerous	  allusions,	  some	  quotations	   that	   follow	   the	   original	   text	  more	   faithfully.	   Some	   of	   those	  were	  identified	  in	  his	  Letter	  on	  Three	  Stages	  of	  Monastic	  Life60	  and	  other	  in	  the	  so-­‐‑called	  Fifth	  letter61.	  	  	  
                                                                                                                60	  Allusions	  were	  discovered	  by	  Bunge:	  Bunge	  1982,	  p.	  201	  n.	  66	  (I/58),	  p.	  202	  n.	  86,	  p.	  204–205	  n.	  124	  (VII/67),	  p.	  206	  (IV/27ff),	  p.	  209	  (I/53;	  II/77;	  III/34;	  IV/23),	  p.	  211	  (VII/3).	  61	  Allusions	  appear	  also	  in	  other	  works	  of	  Joseph	  (e.g.	  On	  Spiritual	  Contemplation,	  see	  Bunge	  1982	  p.	  268	  n.	  9	  (I/47)).	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Joseph	  Ḥazzāyā,	  Letter	  on	  Three	  Stages	  of	  
Monastic	  Life	  §	  5162	   BG	  II/27	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8H&ܘܘܢ  @AD"#ܬ/  ܐ*&ܘܗܝ  0#@I!9  
ܕ%25A8#ܬ̇ܗ  ܕܪO&/  ܕܙ8"#ܬ/.  ܕ^  =HI  ܕJB!9  
%̇U  ܕ:̇e\  8Te\.  F?  M!#  8T"#̈89  ܘ%TŸQ9.  
ܘ8[#!#ܬ/  ܘ=#!t  ܕܕ%9  ܕṘW2"U  !I	  As	   witnesses	   one	   of	   the	   holy	   fathers	  saying	   that	   the	   doors	   through	   which	  enter	  those	  who	  are	  longing	  for	  the	  purity	  is	  an	   inflammation	  caused	  by	  the	  desire	  of	  fornication.	  He	  that	  is	  able	  to	  receive	  it,	  let	  him	  receive	  it	  (Mt	  19:12). 
The	   doors	   through	   which	   enter	   those	  who	   are	   willing	   with	   vehemence	   of	  fervour	   to	   become	   worthy	   of	   purity	  without	   suffering	   in	   a	   struggle	   is	   an	  inflammation	   caused	   by	   the	   desire	   of	  fornication.	  Who	  is	  able	  to	  receive	  it,	  let	  him	   receive	   it	   (Mt	  19:12).	   [And	   also	  without]	  a	  great	  number	  of	  temptations,	  slopes,	   exhaustion	   and	   bloody	  devastation	   that	   are	  going	   to	  encounter	  him. 	  As	  we	  can	  see,	  the	  text	  provided	  by	  Joseph	  is	  a	  reduced	  version	  of	  the	  original.	  It	   is	  hardly	  possible	  to	  find	  a	  satisfactory	  explanation	  for	  the	  omission	  of	  the	  phrase	  ‘with	  vehemence	  of	  fervour’	  without	  which	  the	  whole	  passage	  acquires	  the	  exact	  opposite	  meaning.	  It	  could	  be	  simply	  the	  result	  of	  a	  corruption	  of	  the	  text.	  We	  should	  also	  not	  forget	  that	  the	  text	  of	  Joseph’s	  Letter	  on	  Three	  Stages	  of	  
Monastic	  Life	  reached	  us	  only	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  recension	  (where	  the	  text	  is	  attributed	   to	  Philoxenus	  of	  Mabbug)	  and	   it	   cannot	  be	  excluded	   that	   in	   the	  course	  of	  the	  text’s	  transition	  to	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu	  and	  later	  circulation	  some	  editorial	  work	  was	  done	  and	  the	  text	  was	  modified.	  Despite	  the	  apparent	  alterations	  one’s	  attention	  is	  drawn	  to	  the	  reverent	  mention	  of	  the	  author	  as	  
                                                                                                                62	  Harb	  1992,	  p.	  72,	  §	  51.	  Identified	  by	  Bunge	  (Bunge	  1982,	  p.	  198	  n.	  44.)	  The	  translation	  of	  Bunge	  is	  based	  on	  BL	  Add.	  14728	  that	  was	  later	  used	  as	  texte	  de	  base	  for	  the	  critical	  edition.	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‘one	  of	  the	  holy	  fathers’.	  It	  shows	  that	  to	  later	  generations	  of	  East	  Syriac	  monks	  the	   works	   of	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	   certainly	   occupied	   a	   prominent	   and	  authoritative	  position.	  	   	  
c.	  Elias	  of	  Anbar	  (10th	  c.).	  
	  Andreas	   Juckel	   identified	  a	  number	  of	  quotations	   from	  the	  BG	   in	   the	  Book	  of	  
Exercise	  of	  a	  10th	  century	  monastic	  writer	  Elias	  of	  Anbar.	  Below	  I	  provide	  only	  one	  specimen63.	  
	  
Mēmrā	  I,	  cent.	  7,	  4564	   BG	  II/19 
8"[&/  O1"Bܬ/  ܕJA*̈H9܆  ܐܪF9  ܐ*&*İ  ܕ%#@`Q9.  
ܐܘܪ0S?  ̇ܗܝ  ܕ!H1"9܆  F#%B<  ܕO5]<  ܕ0S19܀  
8"[&/  O1"Bܬ/  ܕJA*̈H9.  ܐܪF9  ܐ*&*İ  
ܕ%#@`Q9.  ܐܘܪ0S?  ܕ!H1"9  ]...[	  The	  perfect	  rest	  of	   the	  saints	   is	   the	   land	  of	  promise	   and	   the	   heavenly	   Jerusalem,	   a	  dwelling	  of	  the	  warriors. 
The	   perfect	   rest	   of	   the	   saints	   is	   the	  land	   of	   promise	   and	   the	   heavenly	  Jerusalem	  […]	  	  The	  given	  example	  shows	  how	  Elias	  excerpted	  a	  particular	  passage	  and	  rather	  faithfully	  reproduced	  it	  in	  his	  work.	  The	  presence	  of	  the	  quotations	  from	  the	  BG	  in	  a	  10th	  century	  -­‐‑	  monastic	  work	  is	  a	  significant	  indication	  of	  the	  fact	  that	  three	  centuries	  after	  its	  composition	  the	  BG	  had	  not	  lost	  its	  appeal	  to	  the	  learned	  and	  experienced	  readers	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac.	  	  	  
                                                                                                                63	  One	  more	  allusion	  to	  III/30	  occurs	  in	  Mēmrā	  I,	  cent.	  6/54	  (identification:	  Juckel	  1996	  (translation),	  p.	  54	  n.315;	  Juckel	  1996	  (edition),	  p.	  72).	  to	  II/81	  in	  Mēmrā	  II,	  cent.	  1/34	  (identification:	  Juckel	  1996	  (translation),	   p.	   100	   n.	   22;	   Juckel	   1996	   (edition),	   p.	   134)	   and	   to	   I/84	   in	  Mēmrā	   I,	   cent.	   7/2	  (identification:	  Juckel	  1996	  (translation),	  p.	  58	  n.	  341;	  Juckel	  1996	  (edition),	  p.	  79).	  64	  Identification:	  Juckel	  1996	  (translation),	  p.	  62	  n.	  359;	  Juckel	  1996	  (edition),	  p.	  84.	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d.	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  (d.	  1286).	  	  With	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  we	  move	  to	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition	  where	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  was	  also	  known.	  As	  we	  have	  seen	  in	  Chapter	  II	  of	  this	  thesis,	  the	  Ethicon	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  contains	  some	  quotations	  from	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  of	  Šemʿōn.	  This	  was	  not	  the	  only	  work	  by	  Šemʿōn	  that	  was	  available	  to	  the	  Maphrian,	  for	  there	  is	  at	  least	  one	  passage	  that	  comes	  from	  the	  BG65.	  	  
Mīmrō	  I,	  ch.	  2,	  section	  766	   BG	  VII/24	  
ܘ%"&ܪ<  %Bܝ  ܐ*T[\  ܐ%̣B.  0#ܪܝ  >ܕܘ!]<<  
ܕܪF"Q9  ܐ*&ܘܗܝ.  ܗOB<  ܐ%"Q9  ܕ!1#@`̈Q#ܗܝ  
ܕܐ@I/.  ܘ!H#RB<  ܕ05"[̈&ܗ  ܕFS19  =Aܬ/.  DA  
=e"q  !T#F]89  ܕ%"&ܪܘܬ/.  ܘ!aO#89  ܕ=Sy  
ܙܕ*Y#ܬ/  ܘܪF"Qa*&  ܐ*k  ̇ܗܘ  ܕ!2S19  ܪܘ=Q"9  
%A*B<  8eHI  ܕ!Bܐ8H9.  DA  %&FQ9  F?  %ẗDh  
8#ܗܪ<  ܘ8eḦ&/  ܕDä89  ܕܐܬO1Bܘ.  ܘ%`9  !̇ZG  
J#429  ܘFY&/.  ܘ%̇1Sk  0"Q9.  =Aܘܬ/.  
!#*a/.  0Bܟ  ܕ*U  @İܝ  ܕܗ̣ܘ/  ܐ%"U  !&ܗܪ<  
ܕܐ@I/.  
0#ܪܝ  ܕܘ!B<  ܕܪF"Q9  ܗܪO9  ܕ!a@I/  
ܘ!1#@̈`Q#ܗܝ  JA*̈H9.  ܘ!H#R]<  ܕFS19  =Aܬ/.  DA  
=e"q  !T#F]89  ܕ%"&ܪܘܬ/  ܘ!aO#89  ܕ=Sy  
ܙܕ*Y#ܬ/  ܘ%T5B  ܘ%T`9  DSHp  @]=19  
ܕ4"5#ܬ/  ܘܪF"Qa*&  ܐ*k  ̇ܗܘ  ܕ!2S19  =Aܬ/  
%A*B.  %&FQ9  F?  %ẗD9  JA*̈H9  ܘ8eḦ&/  ܕDä89  
ܕܐܬO1Bܘ  ![Aܘܬ/  ܕMܘ=Q9  ܘ%`9  !̇ZG  J#429  
ܘFY&/  ܘ%1Sk  0"Q9  ܕ=Aܘܬ/  ܘ!#*a/.  0̇Bܟ  
ܕ*U  @İܝ  ܕܗܘ/  ܐ%"U  !&ܗܪ<  ܕ!a@I/	  
The	   excellent	   Mar	   Isaac	   said:	   The	  beginning	  of	   the	  practice	  of	   the	  mind	   is	  the	   constant	   meditation	   upon	   God’s	  ordinances	   and	   upon	   the	   beauty	   of	   the	  glories	  of	  the	  New	  World,	  applying	  itself	  to	  virtuous	  deeds	  and	  to	  the	  struggle	  for	  justice.	  And	   in	   the	  mind	   [it	   seems]	  as	   if	  man’s	  soul	  dwells	  in	  the	  spiritual	  world,	  associating	  with	  the	  Angels	  of	  Light	  and	  
The	  beginning	  of	  the	  practice	  of	  the	  mind	  is	  the	  meditation	  upon	  God	  and	  upon	  His	  saint	  ordinances	  and	  upon	  the	  beauties	  of	  the	  New	  World,	  applying	  itself	  to	  virtuous	  deeds	  and	  to	  the	  struggle	  for	  justice	  and	  awaiting	   and	   expecting	   every	   moment	  the	   grace’s	   mercy.	   And	   in	   the	   mind	   [it	  seems]	  as	  if	  man’s	  soul	  dwells	  in	  the	  new	  world,	   associating	   with	   the	   holy	   angels	  
                                                                                                                65	  I	  depend	  on	  the	  work	  of	  Herman	  Teule	  (Teule	  1993).	  However,	  since	  Teule	  edited	  so	  far	  only	  the	  first	  Mīmrō	  out	  of	  four,	  further	  editorial	  work	  on	  the	  treatise	  may	  result	  in	  new	  quotations	  from	  BG.	  66	  Identification:	  Teule	  1993	  (translation),	  p.	  32	  n.	  65;	  Teule	  1993	  (edition),	  pp.	  35–36.	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the	  souls	  of	  the	  righteous	  who	  have	  come	  to	   perfection.	   And	   from	   that	   time	  dejectedness	  and	  sadness	  will	  cease,	  and	  rest,	  joy	  and	  consolation	  will	  reign;	  and	  it	  will	   come	   to	   the	   [state]	   of	   being	  permanently	  in	  amazement	  before	  God.	  
and	  the	  souls	  of	  the	  righteous	  who	  have	  come	  to	  perfection	  in	  angels’	  rejoice.	  And	  from	  that	  time	  dejectedness	  and	  sadness	  will	   cease,	   and	   the	   rest	   of	   rejoice	   and	  consolation	  will	  reign;	  and	  it	  will	  come	  to	  the	   [state]	   of	   being	   permanently	   in	  amazement	  before	  God.	  	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	  borrowed	   a	   complete	  chapter	   from	   the	  BG	   and	   inserted	   it	   quite	  accurately	   into	   his	   treatise.	   One	   can	   notice	   only	   few	   simplifications67,	   but	  otherwise	  the	  text	   is	  rendered	  faithfully	  to	  the	  original.	  Moreover,	  at	   least	  on	  one	  occasion	  the	  variant	  reading	  provided	  by	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  is	  superior	  to	  what	  one	  can	  find	  in	  the	  extant	  manuscripts.	  Thus,	  whereas	  all	  the	  manuscripts	  read	  ‘the	   rest	  of	   rejoice	  and	  consolation	  will	   reign’,	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō’s	  version	   is	  much	  more	  comprehensible:	  ‘and	  rest,	  joy	  and	  consolation	  will	  reign’.	  Unfortunately,	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  given	  chapter	  we	  have	  at	  our	  disposal	  only	  complete	  copies	  of	  the	  BG.	  We	  cannot,	  however,	  exclude	  that	  for	  some	  of	  the	  readings	  the	  text	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  is	  closer	  to	  the	  original,	  East	  Syriac	  version.	  	   There	  is	  also	  one	  more	  point	  that	  should	  not	  be	  overlooked.	  Similar	  to	  the	  quotations	  from	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine,	   the	  given	  quotation	  from	  the	  BG	  is	  attributed	   to	   Isaac	   of	   Nineveh.	   It	   implies	   that	   as	   in	   the	   case	   of	   the	   Book	   of	  
Medicine,	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  was	  available	  to	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  with	  an	  attribution	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  This,	  however,	  is	  not	  surprising	  since	  we	  already	  know	  from	  the	  presentation	  of	  the	  direct	  witnesses	  to	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  that	  as	  early	  as	  in	  the	   13th	   (when	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	  was	  writing	   his	  Ethicon)	   the	   text	   of	   the	  BG	  was	  circulating	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu	  with	  an	  attribution	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  	  
                                                                                                                67	  Compare:	   ‘The	  beginning	  of	  the	  practice	  of	  the	  mind	   is	   the	  meditation	  upon	  God	  and	  upon	  His	  saint	  ordinances	  and	  upon	  the	  beauties	  of	  the	  New	  World’	  (original	  text)	  and	  ‘The	  beginning	  of	  the	  practice	  of	  the	  mind	  is	  the	  constant	  meditation	  upon	  God’s	  ordinances	  and	  upon	  the	  beauty	  of	  the	  glories	  of	  the	  New	  World’	  (quotation).	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  omits	  the	  phrase	  ‘and	  awaiting	  and	  expecting	  every	  moment	  the	  grace’s	  mercy’.	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   Thus,	  a	  presence	  of	  the	  BG	  in	  the	  Ethicon	  shows	  that	  already	  by	  the	  time	  when	  Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	  was	  working	  on	  his	  treatise,	  the	  BG	  was	  quite	  widespread	  within	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  monastic	  milieu.	  It	  is	  also	  important	  to	  note	  that	  a	  quotation	   from	   the	   BG	   also	   presupposed	   that	   the	   text	   was	   treated	   as	   an	  authoritative	  source	  for	  a	  manual	  on	  spiritual	  life.	  This	  aspect,	  however,	  should	  rather	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  context	  of	  the	  influence	  of	  the	  works	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  	  
4.	  Textual	  variation	  of	  the	  manuscript	  tradition.	  Two	  
recensions	  	  The	  extant	  evidence	  to	  the	  BG	  is	  rather	  rich	  and	  diverse.	  It	  is	  represented	  not	  only	  by	  complete	  copies	  of	  the	  text	  (direct	  transmission),	  but	  also	  by	  selections	  present	  in	  monastic	  anthologies	  and	  quotations	  in	  later	  sources	  (two	  types	  of	  indirect	  transmission).	  The	  oldest	  among	  those	  are	  quotations	  that	  we	  find	  in	  the	  texts	  that	  were	  composed	  by	  their	  authors	  in	  the	  period	  between	  8th	  and	  10th	  century	   (East	   Syriac	   tradition)	   and	  13th	   century	   (Syrian	  Orthodox	   tradition).	  Selected	  chapters	  from	  the	  BG	  appear	  in	  the	  manuscripts	  that	  go	  back	  to	  the	  10th	  and	  13th	   century	  and	  which	  were	  produced	   in	   the	  Rum-­‐‑Orthodox	  and	  Syriac	  Orthodox	  milieu.	  The	  oldest	   copy	  of	   the	  complete	   text	   goes	  back	   to	   the	  year	  1294/5.	  Thus,	  thanks	  to	  the	  available	  witnesses	  we	  are	  able	  to	  trace	  in	  principle	  almost	  the	  entire	  history	  of	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG.	  	  Apparently,	   the	  most	   significant	  moment	   in	   the	   transmission	  history	  was	  the	  appropriation	  of	  the	  text	  by	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition.	  The	  principle	  question	  in	  this	  respect	  is	  to	  ascertain	  whether	  the	  text	  underwent	  substantial	  changes	  in	  the	  general	  course	  of	  its	  history	  and	  during	  its	  transition	  to	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	   milieu,	   in	   particular,	   or	   whether	   its	   textual	   transmission	   was	   a	  homogenous	  one.	  That	  enquiry	  bears	  crucial	  significance	  for	  any	  future	  study	  of	  the	  BG.	  Since	  all	  extant	  copies	  of	  the	  complete	  text	  belong	  to	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	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tradition,	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  understand	  if	  the	  text	  it	  provides	  reliably	  represents	  the	  authentic	  version	  of	  the	  BG.	  While	   discussing	   the	   relationship	   between	   the	   witnesses	   to	   the	  complete	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  (A	  –	  K),	  it	  was	  argued	  that	  despite	  certain	  variation	  all	  the	  extant	  complete	  copies	  provide	  the	  same	  text	  form	  (textus	  receptus).	  In	  other	  words,	  all	  extant	  copies	  go	  ultimately	  to	  one	  particular	  manuscript	  copy.	  Since	  our	   oldest	   complete	   copy	   comes	   from	   the	   year	   1294/5	   (A),	   it	   is	   of	   critical	  importance	  to	  ascertain	  if	  the	  textus	  receptus	  as	  it	  was	  available	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu	  as	  early	  as	  in	  the	  13th	  century	  is	  the	  same	  one	  which	  circulated	  also	  between	   the	  7th	  and	  13th	   century.	  Fortunately,	  we	  are	   in	   the	  position	   to	  answer	   that	  question	  because	  we	  possess	  witnesses	  originating	  exactly	   from	  that	  period.	  Given	   the	   fragmentary	  state	  of	   the	  witnesses,	  we	  can	  speak	  only	  about	  a	  partial	  assessment	  of	  the	  quality	  of	  the	  text	  as	  preserved	  in	  the	  complete	  copies.	  Nevertheless,	  even	  such	  a	  partial	  comparison	  may	  clarify	  the	  situation.	  In	  order	  to	  understand	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  textus	  receptus	  and	  the	  fragmentary	  witnesses,	  I	  propose	  to	  compare	  a	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  based	  on	  a	  selected	  number	  of	  representative	  examples.	  	  
a.	  Textus	  receptus	  vs.	  quotation	  in	  the	  Fifth	  Letter	  of	  Joseph	  
Ḥazzāyā	  and	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  (d)	  	  Gabriel	  Bunge	  noticed	  in	  the	  annotations	  to	  his	  translation	  of	  the	  Fifth	  Letter68	  that	   the	   text	   contains	  very	  close	  parallels	   to	   the	  BG69.	   Indeed,	  one	  can	  notice	  many	   allusions	   to	   the	   BG.	   Let	   us	   consider	   just	   one	   example	   where	   Joseph	  appears	  to	  reproduce	  the	  original	  text	  more	  faithfully.	  Fortunately,	  in	  the	  case	  
                                                                                                                68	  The	  text	  is	  extant	  in	  two	  (long	  and	  short)	  recensions.	  Both	  recensions	  are	  edited	  but	  based	  on	  one	  manuscript	  only	  (whereas	  there	  are	  other	  witnesses	  for	  each	  recension).	  Quotations	  from	  BG	  appear	  in	  the	  longer	  recension.	  Besides	  Khalifé-­‐‑Hachem’s	  edition	  (Khalifé-­‐‑Hachem	  1969),	  Bunge	  used	  for	  the	   longer	   recension	   also	   the	  manuscripts	   Sachau	   352	   and	  BL	  Add.	   12167.	   I	   use	   the	   edition	   of	  Khalifé-­‐‑Hachem.	  	  69	  Bunge	  1982,	  p.	  261	  n.	  21–27.	  Edition:	  Khalifé-­‐‑Hachem	  1969,	  pp.	  44,	  46	  and	  48.	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of	   that	   quotation	   we	   can	   consult	   not	   only	   the	   textus	   receptus,	   but	   also	   one	  fragmentary	  witness,	  namely	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  (d).	  	  BG	  V/29	  Joseph	  Ḥazzāyā,	  Fifth	  Letter70	   textus	  receptus	   Mingana	  syr.	  86,	  f.	  21	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ܕ4"5#ܬ/  Through	   compulsory	   prayers	  that	   are	   offered	   permanently	  in	   sufferance,	   compunction	  and	   tears	   you	   can	   acquire	  patience	  and	  endurance	   from	  which	   springs	  up	  a	  voluntary	  prayer	   that	   is	   said	   without	  distraction	   in	   calm	   and	   joy.	  
Through	   compulsory	  prayers	  that	  are	  offered	  groaningly	   in	  supplication	   and	  compunction	  a	  prayer	  of	  grace	  is	  begot	  that	  is	  said	  voluntarily	  in	  calm.	  And	  through	   the	   prayer	   of	  
Through	   compulsory	  prayers	  that	  are	  offered	  permanently	   in	  sufferance	  and	  tears	  we	  acquire	   endurance	   and	  constancy	   of	   custom	  from	  which	  springs	  up	  a	  voluntary	  prayer	  that	   is	  
                                                                                                                70	  Khalifé-­‐‑Hachem	  1969,	  p.	  44	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And	   from	   contemplation	   that	  is	   accumulated	  from	  spiritual	  reflection	  you	   can	  experience	  a	  converse	  of	  hidden	  prayers.	  And	  through	  steadiness	  in	  that	  one	   can	   receive	   a	   prayer	   of	  meditation	   that	  moves	   in	   the	  mind	  and	  which	  is	  a	  prayer	  of	  grace.	  
converse	   that	   takes	  place	  in	  a	  contemplation	  of	   the	   mind	   through	  reflection	   upon	   the	  Books,	   natures	   and	  intellections	   of	   the	  words	   about	   the	  Divine	  nature	  the	  prayer	  of	  the	  reflection	   is	  being	  born.	  And	   from	   it	   (that	   is	  sustained	  by	  means	  of	  a	  reading	   of	   the	   Holy	  Books)	   comes	   the	  recollection	  of	  the	  mind. 
said	  without	  distraction	  in	  calm	  and	  rejoice.	  And	  from	  contemplation	  that	  is	   accumulated	   from	  reading	   and	   spiritual	  reflection	   we	   can	  experience	  a	  converse	  of	  hidden	   prayer.	   And	  through	   steadiness	   in	  that	   a	   prayer	   of	  meditation	  is	  being	  fixed	  in	   heart	   that	   moves	   in	  the	  mind	  out	  and	  in	  and	  which	   is	   a	   growing	   of	  heart	   and	   a	   prayer	   of	  grace. 	  While	  comparing	  the	  textus	  receptus	  with	  the	  quotation	  provided	  by	  Joseph	  we	  may	   easily	   notice	   significant	   differences.	   The	   text	   quoted	   by	   Joseph	   nicely	  outlines	  a	  spiritual	  progress	  from	  a	  compulsory	  prayer	  to	  a	  voluntary	  prayer,	  and	  then	  from	  contemplation	  to	  a	  hidden	  prayer,	  and	  finally,	  to	  a	  prayer	  of	  grace.	  This	  entire	  harmonious	  sequence	  is	  lacking	  in	  the	  complete	  text	  of	  the	  BG.	  What	  we	  find	  there	  is	  a	  confused	  paraphrase	  that	  leads	  to	  a	  recollection	  of	  the	  mind,	  a	  stage	  that	  is	  associated	  with	  the	  voluntary	  prayer	  in	  Joseph’s	  version.	  How	  can	  we	  account	   for	   this	  difference?	  Fortunately,	   a	   solution	  of	   the	  problem	  comes	  when	   we	   take	   into	   consideration	   the	   text	   of	   the	   BG	   as	   attested	   by	   our	  fragmentary	  witness	  d.	  The	  text	  matches	  the	  quotation	  in	  Joseph’s	  Letter,	  yet	  it	  is	   slightly	   larger	   and	   the	   way	   towards	   spiritual	   progress	   is	   described	   more	  elaborately.	  Thus,	  there	  can	  be	  no	  doubt	  that	  Joseph	  had	  at	  his	  disposal	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  in	  a	  form	  that	   is	  not	  attested	  by	  the	  complete	  witnesses	  of	  the	  text	  (textus	  receptus),	  but	  which	  is	  supported	  by	  the	  fragmentary	  version.	  The	  text	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of	  the	  chapter	  as	  attested	  by	  Joseph,	  as	  well	  as	  by	  d,	  provides	  a	  text	  version	  that	  is	  superior	  to	  the	  one	  preserved	  in	  the	  textus	  receptus.	  	  
b.	  Textus	  receptus	  vs.	  quotation	  in	  the	  Commentary	  on	  the	  
Kephalaia	  Gnostica	  of	  Evagrius	  Ponticus	  	  	   Earlier	  we	  presented	  one	  quotation	   from	  the	  BG	   in	   the	  Commentary.	  Now	  we	  can	  study	  another	  one,	  which	  contrary	  to	  the	  first	  one	  appears	  to	  be	  very	  close	  to	  the	  original	  text.	  	  BG	  VII/1	  
Commentary	  on	  the	  Kephalaia	  Gnostica	  of	  
Evagrius	  Ponticus71	   textus	  receptus	  
ܗDQ9  ܐ%̣B  ܐܦ  4#!Q9  %Bܝ  012#ܢ.  =#ܕܬ/  @?  
%&*AFQ9  ܕJA*̈H9  DS"SI  ܕܗܘ89.  ܘ%AF9  ܕ%H#ܬܦ  
F?  ܐ@I/:  !WS"Q9  ܕܐMܙܘܗܝ.  =#ܕܬ/  O"B  
DSQ"9  ܕO#/  J"1&/  ܕDG  
=#ܕܬ/  %&*AFQ9  ܕJA*̈H9  DS"SI  ܕܗܘ89.  ܘ%AF9  
ܕ%H#ܬܦ  F?  ܐ@I/  !WS"Q9  ܕMܐܙܘܗܝ  05"̈[9.  
=#ܕܬ/  ܕ*U  D#@Q"9  ܕO#/  ܕJ"1&/  ܕDG	  
Also	   blessed	   Mar	   Šemʿōn	   said	   that	   the	  intelligible	   renewal	   of	   the	   saints	   is	   the	  crown	  of	  the	  mind	  and	  intellect	  that	  has	  communion	   with	   God	   through	   the	  revelation	   of	   His	   mysteries.	   For	   a	   total	  internal	  renewal	  is	  a	  resurrection	  of	  all.	  
Intelligible	   renewal	   of	   the	   saints	   is	   the	  crown	  of	  the	  mind	  and	  intellect	  that	  has	  communion	   with	   God	   through	   the	  revelation	   of	   His	   glorious	   mysteries.	   A	  total	  internal	  renewal	  of	  the	  resurrection	  of	  all.	  	  In	   fact,	   the	   only	   difference	   between	   the	   two	   texts	   lies	   in	   the	   final	  sentence,	   whereas	   the	   preceding	   part	   is	   identical.	   The	   final	   sentence	   of	   the	  chapter,	   as	   provided	   by	   the	   textus	   receptus,	   does	   not	  make	   sense	  at	   all.	   The	  passage	  is	  evidently	  corrupted	  and	  requires	  emendation.	  
                                                                                                                71	  Mingana	  syr.	  601,	  f.	  134v,	  lines	  4–7	  (cf.	  Vosté	  1929,	  p.	  158).	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Before	  proposing	  a	  solution,	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  highlight	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  passage	   seems	   to	   have	   been	   corrupted	   not	   later	   the	   formation	   of	   the	   textus	  
receptus,	  because	  all	  complete	  copies	  of	  the	  text	  support	  it:	  	   Let	   me	   first	   provide	   the	   variants	   and	   then	   compare	   them	   with	   the	  reading	  of	  the	  Commentary.	  	   A:	   =#ܕܬ/  ܕ*U  O#8"9  ܘD#@Q"9  ܕO#/  ܕJ"1&/  ܕDG 	  	   B:	   =#ܕܬ/  ܕ*U  D#@Q"9  ܕO#/  ܕJ"1&/  ܕDG 	  	   C:	   ܗ̇ܘ  ܕ*U  D#@Q"9  ܘO#8"9  ܕO#/  ܕJ"1&/  ܕDG 	  	   [D:	   =#ܕܬ/  ܕ*U  D#@Q"9  ܕO#/  ܕJ"1&/  ܕDG ]	  	   E:	   =#ܕܬ/  ܕ*U  D#@Q"9  ܕO#/  ܕJ"1&/  ܕDG 	  	  	   Notwithstanding	  a	  slight	  variation	  between	  the	  witnesses,	  all	  of	  them	  have	  the	  phrase	  ‘resurrection	  of	  all’	  governed	  by	  a	  genitive	  connection	  de-­‐‑	  that	  makes	  the	  entire	  sentence	  erroneous	  from	  a	  grammatical	  point	  of	  view	  (with	  no	  predicate).	  	   Fortunately,	   this	   crux	   finds	   its	   solution	   in	   a	   quotation	   found	   in	   the	  
Commentary	  on	  the	  Kephalaia	  Gnostica	  of	  Evagrius	  Ponticus.	  There	  we	  find	  the	  following	   reading:	   ‘For	   a	   total	   internal	   renewal	   is	   a	   resurrection	   of	   all’.	   This	  reading	  is	  absolutely	  correct	  from	  the	  point	  of	  view	  of	  Syriac	  grammar,	  because	  we	   have	   a	   subject	   (‘renewal’)	   and	   a	   predicate	   (‘resurrection’)	   that	   makes	   a	  comprehensible	  clause.	  	   It	  is	  worth	  noting	  that	  a	  reading	  found	  in	  the	  Commentary	  is	  closer	  to	  a	  shorter	  version	  of	  the	  phrase	  found	  in	  B,	  D,	  E	  and	  the	  modern	  copies.	  Thus,	  in	  this	  particular	  case	  the	  branch	  of	  the	  textual	  transmission	  of	  the	  BG	  as	  witnessed	  by	  A	  and	  C	  provides	  an	  inferior	  reading.	  This	  clearly	  shows	  that	  despite	  dating	  further	  back	  A	  may	  indeed	  provide	  an	  inferior	  text	  as	  compared	  to	  the	  relatively	  more	  recent	  copies	  of	  B,	  D	  and	  E.	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c.	  Textus	  receptus	  vs.	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  (a)	  and	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  (d)	  	  	   The	   comparison	   between	   Sinai	   syr.	   14	   (a)	   and	  Mingana	   syr.	   86	   (d)	  clearly	  shows	  that	  the	  text	  form	  of	  the	  chapters	  in	  a	  is	  on	  the	  one	  hand,	  different	  from	   the	   textus	   receptus	   and	   on	   the	   other	   hand,	   it	   is	   very	   close	   to	   that	   of	  d,	  although	  they	  are	  not	  always	  absolutely	  identical.	  One	  specimen	  will	  suffice	  to	  illustrate	  the	  issue72.	  	  BG	  III/39	  
textus	  receptus	   Sinai	  syr.	  14,	  f.	  117r	   Mingana	  syr.	  86,	  f.	  3v	  
0#ܪܝ  %#F"&ܗ  ܕܗOB<  
ܕ!1AF9  ܐ*&ܘܗܝ.  ܕ*̇&ܒ  ܐ8_  
%lF&  FÄ89  ![H`9.  
ܘ8&ܗO9  !S5I.  ܬ05[̈&/  
ܘܨ@#̈ܬ/  DSI*U  ܕ*̇Aܥ.  ܘ8BD}  
%̣U  ܕ*SI  ܐ*k  ="SI.  DA  0t  
ܘDQ"_  ܪF"QI  !IܪO9.  ܘ^  
8eT#ܩ  ܗ89  ܗܪO9  ^  @S"9  
ܘ^  ܐ*119.  ܐRt    DA  8̇e\  
@T#F]89  ܐܘ  ܕ%̇k	  
0#ܪܝ  %#F"&/  ܕܗOB<	  
ܐ*&ܘܗܝ.  >ܕ8eT#ܩ  %QU  DG  
FQ"Q9  ܕ%̈t  ܘR]ܨܘR9.  
ܘ8&ܐ%U  !S[#ܕ  @2Q"Q9  
ܕܨ@#ܬ/  ܘJB*Q9  RB*H9<  
ܘ!1lF&  FÄ89  8&ܒ  ![H`9.  
ܘ8&ܗO9  !S5U.  ܬ05[̈&/  
ܘܨ@#̈ܬ/	  ܕ*̇AF"QU.  ܘ8BD}  %̣U  
ܕ*SU  ܐ*k  ="SU.  DA  0t  ܘDQ"_  
ܪF"Q9  !IܪO9.  ܘ^  8eT#ܩ  
ܗ89  ܗܪO9  ^  @S"9  ܘ^  
ܐ*119.  ܐRt    DA  :2̇B*QU  
ܨ!#  ܐܘ  ܕ%̇`"QU	  
0#ܪܝ  %#F"&/  ܕܗOB<	  
ܐ*&ܘܗܝ.  >ܕ8eT#ܩ  %QU  DG  
FQ"Q9  ܕ%̈t ܘR]ܨܘR9.  
ܘ8&ܐ%U  !S[#ܕ  @2Q"Q9  
ܕܨ@#ܬ/  ܘJB*Q9  RB*H9<  
ܘ%lF&  FÄ89  8&ܒ  ![H`9.  
ܘ8&ܗO9  !S5U.  ܬ05[̈&/  
ܘܨ@#̈ܬ/	  ܕ*̇AF"QU.  ܘ8BD}  %̣U  
ܕ*SU  ܐ*k  ="SU.  DA  0t  ܘDQ"_  
ܪF"Q9  !IܪO9.  ܘ^  8eT#ܩ  
ܗ89  ܗܪO9  ^  @S"9  ܘ^  
ܐ*119.  ܐRt    DA  :2̇B*QU  
ܨ!#  ܐܘ  ܕ%̇`"QU	  A	  meditation	   of	   the	  mind	  begins	  to	  sprout	  when	  one	  is	  sitting	  at	  any	  moment	  in	  darkness	  and	  meditates	  in	  his	   heart	   with	   all	   the	  glorifications	  and	   prayers	  
A	   meditation	   begins	   to	  sprout	  <when	  we	  separate	  ourselves	   from	   any	  converse	   of	   words	   and	  people	  and	  only	  persists	  in	  converse	   of	   prayer	   and	  
A	   meditation	   begins	   to	  sprout	  <when	  we	  separate	  ourselves	   from	   any	  converse	   of	   words	   and	  people	  and	  only	  persists	  in	  converse	   of	   prayer	   and	  
                                                                                                                72	  The	  sign	  <	  >	  marks	  an	  addition.	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that	   he	   is	   aware	   of	   and	  composes	   his	   own	   ones	  according	   to	   his	  capacities;	   his	   mind	   is	  quiet	   and	   recollected	   in	  the	   meditation;	   and	   this	  meditation	   cannot	   cease	  during	   the	   day	   or	   night,	  nor	  when	  one	  is	  going	  out	  for	   certain	   activities	   or	  when	  asleep. 
discerning	   reading>;	   and	  when	  we	  are	  sitting	  at	  any	  moment	   in	   darkness	   and	  meditate	  in	  our	  heart	  with	  glorifications	  and	   prayers	  that	  we	  are	  aware	  of	   and	  compose	   our	   own	   ones	  according	   to	   our	  capacities;	   when	   mind	   is	  quiet	   and	   recollected	   in	  the	   meditation;	   and	   this	  meditation	   cannot	   cease	  during	   the	   day	   of	   night,	  nor	  when	  we	  are	  occupied	  by	   some	   work	   or	   when	  asleep. 
discerning	   reading>;	   and	  when	  we	  are	  sitting	  at	  any	  moment	   in	   darkness	   and	  meditate	  in	  our	  heart	  with	  glorifications	  and	   prayers	  that	  we	  are	  aware	  of	   and	  compose	   our	   own	   ones	  according	   to	   our	  capacities;	   when	   mind	   is	  quiet	   and	   recollected	   in	  the	   meditation;	   and	   this	  meditation	   cannot	   cease	  during	   the	   day	   of	   night,	  nor	  when	  we	  are	  occupied	  by	   some	   work	   or	   when	  asleep. 	   As	   we	   can	   easily	   see,	   the	   text	   provided	   by	   a	   and	   d	   is	   identical	   but	  significantly	   different	   from	   the	   textus	   receptus.	   One	   of	   the	   most	   radical	   and	  notable	  differences	  between	  the	  two	  versions	  is	  a	  change	  in	  the	  person.	  In	  a	  and	  
d	  the	  passages	  are	  narrated	  in	  the	  first	  person	  plural	  (‘we’),	  whereas	  in	  textus	  
receptus	  is	  written	  in	  the	  third	  person	  singular	  (‘he’	  or	  ‘one’).	  Secondly,	  an	  entire	  clause	  was	  omitted	  in	  the	  textus	  receptus:	  ‘when	  we	  separate	  ourselves	  from	  any	  converse	   of	   words	   and	   people	   and	   only	   persists	   in	   converse	   of	   prayer	   and	  discerning	  reading’.	  	  	   The	   spotted	   differences	   certainly	   cannot	   be	   explained	   as	   a	   mere	  corruption	  of	  the	  text	  in	  the	  course	  of	  its	  textual	  transmission.	  Rather,	  it	  is	  better	  to	  consider	  those	  as	  a	  deliberate	  editorial	  intervention.	  A	  transformation	  of	  the	  first	  person	  plural	   into	   the	   third	  person	  singular	  makes	   the	   text	   sound	  more	  neutral:	   a	   reader	   can	   no	   longer	   associate	   himself	  with	   the	   author	   and	   thus,	  assumes	  an	  external	  position	  towards	  the	  narrator	  of	  the	  text.	  The	  omission	  of	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the	  clause	  that	  prescribes	  to	  separate	  from	  any	  communication	  can	  similarly	  be	  treated	  as	  a	  means	  to	  tone	  down	  a	  radical	  statement.	  	   Beside	  the	  noticed	  changes,	  there	  are	  two	  occurrences	  when	  the	  textus	  
receptus	  provides	  a	  more	  extensive	  reading.	  Here,	  however,	  it	  is	  hardly	  possible	  to	  ascertain	  securely	  which	  version	  is	  the	  authentic	  one.	  
textus	  receptus	   ܕܗOB<  ܕ!1AF9 	  (A	  meditation	  of	  the	  mind)	  ]	   ܕܗOB< 	  (meditation)	  
a	  d	  
textus	   receptus	   ܬ05[̈&/  ܘܨ@#̈ܬ/  DSI*U 	   (all	   the	   glorifications	   and	   prayers)	   ]	  
ܬ05[̈&/  ܘܨ@#̈ܬ/ 	  (glorifications	  and	  prayers)	  a	  d	  	  
d.	  Textus	  receptus	  vs.	  Berlin	  Sachau	  352	  (c)	  and	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  
(d)	   	  BG	  VII/19	  
Textus	  receptus	   Sachau	  352,	  f.	  197v	   Mingana	  syr.	  86,	  ff.	  28r–28v	  
0#ܪܝ  ܐO#89  ܕܐ*S"U  
ܕ%&*a*5"U  @AD"#ܬ/  
ܘ0e"#ܬ/  ܐ*&ܘܗܝ  ܕ!`SN!U  
̇ܗܘ/  @Iܘܢ  ܐO#89  =T"Q9  
@#J5G  *̇&ܗܘܢ  Fl*Qa*&  
ܘJZ"Bܐ*&.  ܕ!YS"G  JS"G  
82YBܘܢ  %̣U  @5Iܘܢ  ܙMF9  
ܕ!"H#ܬ/.  ܕܐ*&*Iܘܢ  ܕܘܘܕ<  
4QQ9  %B*Bܘܬ/  *lܪ<  :Qaܬ/  
ܘ0BD9  ܘ8NܪF#ܢ  =Se"Iܘܢ  
!a*A<  !a*A<  ܙMF9  ܕ45#ܬ/  
ܕܐ*&*Iܘܢ  %T"5B8#ܬ/  ܕ@2G  
%̣U  ="t  45#ܬ/  %`"`#ܬ/  
0#ܪܝ  ܐO#89  ܕܐ*S"U  
ܕ%&*a*5"U  @AD"#ܬ/   >ܘJA*H#ܬ/<  ܘ0e"#ܬ/  
ܐ*&ܘܗܝ  >RTY9  ܕ%̣U  FQ"Q9  
ܕR]ܨܘR9  !B=1&/  ܕܨ*A  =A.	   <  ܘܕܗܘ/  ܐ*&  @Iܘܢ  
!`SN!aܢ  ܐO#89  =T"Q9  
@#J5G  *̇&ܗܘܢ  Fl*Qa*&  
ܘJZ"Bܐ*&  >ܕ8eTY#ܢ  FS&/  
ܕ=Ḧ9<  ܘ82YBܘܢ  %̣U  @5Iܘܢ  
!YS"G  JS"G  ܙMF9  ܕ!"H#ܬ/܀	  
0#ܪܝ  ܐO#89  ܕܐ*S"U  
ܕ%&*a*5"U  @AD"#ܬ/  ܘ0e"#ܬ/  
ܐ*&ܘܗܝ  >RTY9  ܕ%̣U  DG  FQ"Q9  
ܕR]ܨܘR9  !B=1&/  ܕܨ*A  =A.	  <  
ܘܕܗܘ/  ܐ*&  @Iܘܢ  ܕ!`SN!U  
ܐO#89  =T"Q9  @#J5G  *̇&ܗܘܢ  
Fl*Qa*&  ܘJZ"Bܐ*&  >ܕ8eTY#ܢ  
FS&/  ܕ=Ḧ9<  ܘ82YBܘܢ  %̣U  
@5Iܘܢ  !YS"G  JS"G  ܙMF9  
ܕ!"H#ܬ/  ܕܐ*&*Iܘܢ  >*AF&/  
ܕR#M:9<  ܕܘܘܕ<  4QQ9  *lܪ<  
%B*Bܘܬ/  :Qaܬ/	  ܘ8NܪF#ܢ  
=Se"Iܘܢ  ]!a*A<  !a*A<[  ܙMF9  
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8"[#ܬ/  42#8#ܬ/  ܕ%["̈S&/  
ܕJB*59  ̇ܗܝ  ܕ8ND9  @5"H&/  
!Z5&/  !2l*Q9  ܕܕ%9	  
ܕ45#ܬ/  ܕܐ*&*Iܘܢ  
%T"5B8#ܬ/  45#ܬ/  >ܕ8eH9<  
42#8#ܬ/  ܕ%["̈S&/  ܕJB*59  ̇ܗܝ  
ܕ8ND9  @5"H&/  !Z5&/  
Fl*Qa*&  >%ZG  R#JA8I  ܕ%Bܢ  
ܘ0"Q9  ܕ@5U<	  A	  beginning	  of	   a	   struggle	  of	   those	  who	  are	   longing	  for	  purity	  and	  integrity	  is	  when	  they	  at	  all	   times	  by	  constraint	   and	   necessity	  are	   in	   severe	   struggle	  against	  themselves	  so	  that	  little	  by	   little	  they	  uproot	  from	   their	   hearts	   the	  seeds	   of	   evil	   which	   are	  disturbance,	   envy,	  bitterness,	   bad	  inclination,	  hatred	  and	  the	  rest;	  and	  they	  sow	  instead	  of	  those	  little	  by	  little	  the	  seeds	   of	   goodness	   which	  are	   endurance	   higher	  than	   own	   capacity,	  goodness,	   humility,	  quietness,	   forgiveness	   of	  the	   weaknesses	   of	   the	  near	  one;	  (in	  other	  words)	  they	   conquer	   the	   evil	   by	  the	   good	   in	   bloody	  constraint. 
A	  beginning	  of	  a	  struggle	  of	   those	  who	  are	   longing	  for	  purity,	  <sanctity>	  and	  integrity	   is	  <a	  separation	  from	  every	  converse	  with	  people	   in	   love	   to	  everybody>	   and	   when	  they	   at	   all	   times	   by	  constraint	   and	   necessity	  are	   in	   severe	   struggle	  against	   themselves	   so	  that	   they	   <get	   rid	   of	   the	  cause	   of	   the	   sins>	   and	  little	  by	  little	  uproot	  from	  their	   hearts	   the	   seeds	   of	  evil. 
A	  beginning	  of	  a	  struggle	  of	  those	   who	   are	   longing	   for	  purity	   and	   integrity	   is	   <a	  separation	   from	   every	  converse	   with	   people	   in	  love	   to	   everybody>	   and	  when	   they	   at	   all	   times	   by	  constraint	   and	   necessity	  are	   in	   severe	   struggle	  against	   themselves	   so	   that	  they	  <get	  rid	  of	  the	  cause	  of	  the	  sins>	  and	  little	  by	  little	  uproot	   from	   their	   hearts	  the	  seeds	  of	  evil	  which	  are	  <a	   knowledge	   of	   ruses>,	  disturbance,	   envy,	   bad	  inclination,	   bitterness,	  hatred;	   and	   they	   sow	  instead	   of	   those	   the	   seeds	  of	   goodness	   which	   are	  endurance,	   <soul’s>	  goodness,	   forgiveness	   of	  the	  weaknesses	  of	  the	  near	  one;	  (in	  other	  words)	  they	  conquer	  the	  evil	  by	  good	  in	  constraint	  <because	  of	  Our	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Lord’s	   commandment	   and	  heart’s	  piece>. 	  The	  text	  provided	  by	  c	  is	  clearly	  an	  abridged	  version	  in	  which	  the	  entire	  second	  half	  of	  the	  chapter	  has	  been	  omitted.	  Notwithstanding	  this	  omission	  the	  extant	  part	  appears	  to	  bear	  no	  traces	  of	  any	  editorial	  input.	  	   Just	  as	  Sinai	  syr.	  14,	  the	  text	  preserved	  in	  c	  is	  nearly	  identical	  to	  the	  one	  provided	  by	  d,	  while	  at	  the	  same	  time	  different	  from	  the	  textus	  receptus.	  Let	  us	  put	  the	  most	  noteworthy	  variant	  readings	  together:	  	  1.	  c	   ܘJA*H#ܬ/ 	  ]	  d	  om	  ]	  om	  textus	  receptus	  2.	  c	  d	   RTY9  ܕ%̣U  DG  FQ"Q9  ܕR]ܨܘR9  !B=1&/  ܕܨ*A  =A 	  ]	  om	  textus	  receptus	  3.	  c	  d	   ܕ8eTY#ܢ  FS&/  ܕ=Ḧ9 	  ]	  om	  textus	  receptus	  4.	  d	   *AF&/  ܕR#M:9 	  ]	  om	  textus	  receptus	  5.	  d	  om	  ]	   ܘ0BD9 	  textus	  receptus	  6.	  d	  om	  ]	   !a*A<  !a*A< 	  textus	  receptus	  7.	  d	  om	  ]	   ܕ@2G  %̣U  ="t 	  textus	  receptus	  8.	  d	   45#ܬ/  ܕ8eH9 	  ]	   45#ܬ/ 	  textus	  receptus	  9.	  d	  om	  ]	   %`"`#ܬ/  8"[#ܬ/ 	  textus	  receptus	  10.	  d	   Fl*Qa*&  %ZG  R#JA8I  ܕ%Bܢ  ܘ0"Q9  ܕ@5U ]	   !2l*Q9  ܕܕ%9 	  textus	  receptus	  	  	   The	  comparison	  shows	  that	  c	  generally	  follows	  the	  text	  of	  d,	  although	  the	  text	  of	  c	  breaks	  off	  and	  the	  second	  part	  is	  missing	  (consequently	  the	  variants	  4–10	  are	  not	  attested	  in	  it).	  What	  might	  be	  the	  reason	  for	  that	  omission?	  It	  seems	  unlikely	  that	  that	  omission	  reflects	  a	  particular	  offshoot	  of	  the	  textual	  tradition	  of	  the	  BG.	  Rather,	  it	  is	  more	  plausible	  that	  we	  encounter	  here	  a	  consequence	  of	  the	  circulation	  of	  the	  BG	  chapters	  within	  monastic	  miscellanies,	  such	  as	  c.	  One	  of	  the	  regular	  features	  of	  such	  compilations	  is	  that	  the	  text	  included	  tends	  to	  be	  abridged	  –	  either	  at	  the	  moment	  when	  it	  was	  inserted	  into	  the	  miscellany	  or	  in	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the	  course	  of	  its	  manuscript	  transmission.	  Thus,	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  given	  chapter	  from	  the	  BG,	  c	  illustrates	  how	  monastic	  miscellany	  could	  affect	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG.	  	  	   Reading	   1	   is	   attested	   solely	   by	  c	   and	   appears	   to	   be	   authentic	   as	   its	  disappearance	  from	  a	  series	  of	  synonyms	  ‘purity,	  sanctity	  and	  integrity’	  is	  very	  plausible.	  Two	   following	  readings,	  2	  and	  3,	  are	  attested	  by	  both	  c	   and	  d	   and	  should	  be	  considered	  as	  authentic.	  Here	  we	  may	  be	  dealing	  with	   the	  already	  observed	   tendency	   to	   downplay	   the	   requirement	   for	   complete	   renunciation	  from	  everything	  worldly.	  The	  omission	  of	  reading	  4	  in	  the	  textus	  receptus	  does	  not	  seem	  to	  be	  done	  intentionally,	  and	  for	  that	  reason	  it	  seems	  to	  be	  the	  result	  of	  a	  corruption	  of	  the	  text.	  Readings	  5,	  6	  and	  7	  are	  different,	   for	  here	  we	  find	  that	  the	  textus	  
receptus	   offers	   a	   more	   extensive	   version.	   Nevertheless,	   it	   seems	   that	   those	  changes	   were	   implemented	   in	   order	   to	   clarify	   the	   original	   text.	   We	   cannot	  exclude,	  however,	  that	  the	  textus	  receptus	  here	  provides	  the	  original	  form	  of	  the	  text.	  This	  appears	  to	  be	  even	  more	  likely	  in	  the	  case	  of	  reading	  9.	  We	  encounter	  the	   opposite	   situation	  while	   reading	   8,	  where	  d	   provides	   a	   superior	   text	   as	  compared	  to	  that	  of	  the	  textus	  receptus	  due	  to	  a	  corruption.	  Finally,	  reading	  10	  seems	  to	  be	  the	  result	  of	  an	  intentional	  simplification	  of	  the	  original	  narrative.	  	  	  
e.	  Textus	  receptus	  vs.	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  (d)	  	  BG	  II/29	  
Textus	  receptus	   Mingana	  syr.	  86,	  ff.	  15v+13r	  
^  8aܬ/  @eT\  :5B<.  *["A*9  ܕܐ0&ܘܝ  @t  
=H#0#ܬ/.  ܘܐܪO_  @2G  %̣U  D"Q9  !]%&ܗ  
ܕܐ@I/.  %9  ܕ%NܕD9  %̣U  =Ḧ9  D"Q̈"9.  ܐ^  8a:9  
%[#ܬܗ  !&*5#ܬ/.  =Ḧ9  O"B  ܕD"Q9.  F1I  
^  8aܬ/  @eT\  :5B<  *["A*9  ܕܐ0&ܘܝ  @t  
=H#0#ܬ/  ܘܐܪO_  !]%&ܗ  ܕܐ@I/܇  %9  
ܕ%NܕD9  %U  =Ḧ9  D"̈Q"9.  >ܘܕ*S"̈&/  ܘF"̈A<  
%["̈t<  ܐ^  8a:9  %[#ܬܗ  !&*5#ܬ/   >ܘ8&FIܕ  @W1"]<  ܕܐ0&ܪF#܆  %QIܘܢ  ^!A89  
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ܕD"Q9  %[1TQ"U  DG  ܐܘ@l8̈"U.  ܘJA*̈H9  FG  
ܬ*5#ܬ/  :Q"Y"U.  FA%9  @QH1&/  ܐ=Bܬ/	   ܘ%QIܘܢ  @&ܘܪܨ/  ܕ:W"̈a/.  ܘ8[el  FG   ܬ*5#ܬ/  ܐ*k  ܕ!HBܘ*#ܬܗ.	  <  =̈H9  O"B  D"̈Q"9  
F1I  ܕD"Q9  %[1TQ"U  DG  ܐ̈ܘ@l8"U.  >ܘF1I  
%̇"&*U  ܘ=̇a*U.  FA%9  @YB!9.	  <  ܘFSIܕ<  :Q"Y"U  
JA*̈H9  FG  ܬ*5#ܬ/  FA%9  @QH1&/  ܐ=B*&/  The	  monk	  who	  has	  been	  deemed	  worthy	  of	   dispassion	   and	   has	   perceived	   in	   a	  supernatural	  way	  the	  sublime	  realities	  of	  God,	  should	  not	  fall	  into	  despair	  when	  he	  is	   being	   defeated	   by	   natural	   passions;	  rather,	   he	   should	   heal	   his	   wound	   by	  repentance.	   The	   natural	   passions	  strengthen	   nature	   along	   with	   all	  sufferings.	  Even	  the	  saints	  are	  in	  need	  of	  repentance	  until	  their	  last	  breath.	  
The	  monk,	  who	  has	  been	  deemed	  worthy	  of	   dispassion	   and	   has	   perceived	   the	  sublime	   realities	  of	  God,	   should	  not	   fall	  into	  despair	  when	  he	  is	  being	  defeated	  by	  natural	   passions,	   <personal	   traits	   and	  foibles>;	   rather,	   he	   should	   heal	   his	  wound	  by	  repentance.	  <He	  should	  recall	  those	  perfect	  ones	  who	  stumbled:	  some	  to	  perdition	  and	  others	  to	  a	  rectification	  of	  many	  and	  they	  persisted	  in	  repentance	  as	   in	   the	   beginning>.	   The	   natural	  passions	  strengthen	  nature	  along	  with	  all	  sufferings.	  <And	  thereby	  (monks)	  either	  die	   or	   survive	   until	   (the	   end	   of)	   the	  struggle>.	  Therefore,	  even	  the	  saints	  are	  in	   need	   of	   repentance	   until	   their	   last	  breath.	  	  Let	  us	  now	  put	  the	  variants	  together:	  	  
d	  om.	  ]	   @2G  %̣U  D"Q9 	  textus	  receptus	  
d	   ܘܕ*S"̈&/  ܘF"̈A<  %["̈t 	  ]	  om.	  textus	  receptus	  
d	   ܘ8&FIܕ  @W1"]<  ܕܐ0&ܪF#܆  %QIܘܢ  ^!A89  ܘ%QIܘܢ  @&ܘܪܨ/  ܕ:W"̈a/.  ܘ8[el  FG  
ܬ*5#ܬ/  ܐ*k  ܕ!HBܘ*#ܬܗ 	  ]	  om.	  textus	  receptus	  
d	   ܘF1I  %̇"&*U  ܘ=̇a*U.  FA%9  @YB!9 	  ]	  om.	  textus	  receptus	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There	  are	  three	  significant	  omissions	  in	  the	  textus	  receptus,	  and	  it	  seems	  that	  the	  plausible	  explanation	  would	  be	  to	  consider	  those	  as	  the	  result	  of	  a	  deliberate	  simplification	   of	   the	   original	   text.	   The	   version	   preserved	   in	   d	   has	   a	   more	  complex	  structure	  and	  its	  meaning	  is	  not	  entirely	  transparent.	   It	  seems	  quite	  natural	  that	  a	  scribe	  would	  be	  willing	  to	  make	  the	  text	  more	  comprehensible	  by	  means	  of	  omitting	  a	  few	  passages.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  we	  find	  the	  expression	  ‘in	  a	  supernatural	  way’	  as	  attested	  only	  by	  the	  textus	  receptus.	  That	  phrase	  occurs	  quite	   regularly	   in	   the	  complete	  version	  of	   the	  BG	  and	   it	  will	  be	  necessary	   to	  verify	  if	  it	  indeed	  does	  not	  belong	  to	  the	  authentic	  text.	  An	  introduction	  of	  that	  phrase	  may	  reflect	  an	  attempt	   to	  promote	   the	   idea	   that	  a	  higher	   level	  of	   the	  monk’s	  spiritual	  development	  and	  perfection	  exceeds	  the	  created	  nature.	  	  	   Beside	  a	  few	  omissions,	  the	  two	  versions	  of	  the	  text	  are	  identical.	  On	  many	  occasions,	  however,	  we	  may	  observe	  that	  d	  preserved	  not	  only	  a	  more	  complete,	  but	  also	  a	  more	  correct	  form	  of	  the	  text.	  One	  example	  will	  suffice	  to	  illustrate	  the	  issue:	  	  BG	  I/84	  
Textus	  receptus	   Mingana	  syr.	  86,	  f.	  15r	  
]...[  !İܝ  O"B  02&/  ܕ%ẎBܒ  DI89  ܕ![&/  
ܕRWBܗ  ܕ%a="QU.  ܘ8̇[&  ܪܘ=9  ܕJ#ܕ09.  ܘ%ẎAܫ  
@eWB<  ܘܕ%9.  ܘ%[̇T9  FG  !B*&/  D]ܘ!9:  
:]R9:  %ẗD9:  !&ܗܪ<  ܪ!9.  ܘ!A=S&/  
ܘ=Aܘܬ/  J̇"1"U  ܘ=̇A*U  !]ܐܙ/  JA*̈H9.  !&ܕ%#ܪܬ/  
ܕ^  %&%St.  ܘ%Qw  %tD9  ܕܐ%"U  ܨܐܕ*U.  
ܕܐܦ  ̣ܗܘ  8H&ܘܬܦ  !İܝ  =Nܬ/  ܕ="S&/.  ܘ^  
8&OSN  %̣U  FQ"Q9  ̇ܗܘ  O1"B<.  Mܘ=Q9  O"B  
ܪܘ=Qa*&  =̇A*U  !Bܐܙ/  ="9  ܘ%&!T1"U  !I.  
ܐ*`Q9  ܕܐܦ  JA*̈H9  !2"Q9  ܕܪܘ=9  =̇"B*U  !Bܐܙ/  
="9  ܕ%&ܕ!w	  
]...[  !İܝ  O"B  02&/  ܕ%ẎBܒ  DI89  ܕ![&/  
ܕRWBܗ  >ܘܕ%I<  ܕ%a="QU.  ܘ8̇[&  ܪܘ=9  ܕJ#ܕ09.  
ܘ%ẎAܫ  @eWB<  ܘܕ%9.  ܘ%[̇T9  FG  !B*&/  
D]ܘ!9:  :]R9:  %ẗD9:  !&ܗܪ<  ܪ!9.  ܘ!A=S&/  
ܘ![Aܘܬ/  J̇"1"U  ܘ=̇"B*U  !]ܐܙ/  JA*̈H9.  
!&ܕ%#ܪܬ/  ܕ^  %&%St.  ܘ%Qw  %tD9  
ܕܨܐܕ*U.  ܕ̣ܗܘ  ܐܦ  >=QU<  8H&ܘܬܦ  !İܝ  =Nܬ/  
ܕ="S&/.  ܘ^  8&OSN  %̣U  FQ"Q9  ̇ܗܘ  O1"B<   >ܘܐ@I*9<.  Mܘ=Q9  O"B  ܪܘ=Qa*&  =̇"B*U  !Bܐܙ/  
="9  ܘ%&!T1"U  !I.  ܐܦ  JA*̈H9  !2"Q9  ܕܪܘ=9  
=̇"B*U  !Bܐܙ/  ="9  ܕ%&ܕ!w  >=Se"U<	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[…]	   For	   at	   that	   hour	   when	   the	   priest	  offers	  up	  the	  sacrifice	  of	  the	  Body	  of	  the	  One	   Who	   gives	   us	   life,	   the	   Holy	   Spirit	  descends	  and	  consecrates	   the	  Body	  and	  Blood	  and	  grants	   remission	   to	   creation.	  The	   Cherubim,	   the	   Seraphim,	   and	   the	  angels	  stand	  with	  great	  awe,	  fear,	  and	  joy.	  They	   rejoice	  over	   the	  Holy	  Mysteries	   in	  inexplicable	   astonishment.	   The	   angel	  who	   is	   always	   near	   us	   is	   consoled,	  because	   he	   also	   partakes	   in	   that	   dread	  spectacle	   and	   is	   not	   deprived	   of	   that	  perfect	   converse.	   For	   spiritual	   beings	  rejoice	   spiritually	   at	   this	   living	  Mystery	  and	  take	  delight	  in	  it,	  likewise	  the	  saints	  also	  gaze	  with	  a	  spiritual	  eye	  at	  the	  living	  Mystery	  which	  is	  being	  offered	  up.	  
[…]	   For	   at	   that	   hour	   when	   the	   priest	  offers	  up	   the	   sacrifice	  of	   the	  Body	  <and	  Blood>	  of	  the	  One	  Who	  gives	  us	  life,	  the	  Holy	  Spirit	  descends	  and	  consecrates	  the	  Body	  and	  Blood	  and	  grants	  remission	  to	  creation.	   The	   Cherubim,	   the	   Seraphim,	  and	  the	  angels	  stand	  with	  great	  awe,	  fear,	  and	  joy.	  They	  gaze	  at	  the	  Holy	  Mysteries	  in	   inexplicable	   astonishment.	   The	   angel	  who	  is	  by	  us	  is	  consoled,	  because	  he	  also	  we	   partake	   in	   that	   dread	   spectacle	   and	  are	   not	   deprived	   of	   that	   perfect	   <and	  divine>	   converse.	   For	   spiritual	   beings	  gaze	  spiritually	  at	  this	  living	  Mystery	  and	  take	  delight	  in	  it;	  likewise	  the	  saints	  gaze	  with	  a	  spiritual	  eye	  at	  the	  living	  Mystery	  which	   is	  being	  offered	  up	  <on	  behalf	   of	  us>.	  	  The	  variant	  readings	  put	  together:	  	  
1.   d	   ܘܕ%I 	  ]	  om.	  textus	  receptus	  
2.   d	   ܘ![Aܘܬ/ 	  ]	   ܘ=Aܘܬ/ 	  textus	  receptus	  
3.   d	   ܘ=̇"B*U 	  ]	   ܘ=̇A*U 	  textus	  receptus	  
4.   d	   ܕܨܐܕ*U 	  ]	   ܕܐ%"U ܨܐܕ*U 	  textus	  receptus	  
5.   d	   ܕ̣ܗܘ  ܐܦ  =QU 	  ]	   ܕܐܦ  ̣ܗܘ 	  textus	  receptus	  
6.   d	   ܘܐ@I*9 	  ]	  om.	  textus	  receptus	  
7.   d	   =̇"B*U 	  ]	   =̇A*U 	  textus	  receptus	  
8.   d	   =Se"U 	  ]	  om.	  textus	  receptus	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With	  only	  one	  exception	  all	  variant	  readings	  should	  be	  treated	  as	  a	  standard	  consequence	  of	  the	  transmission	  of	  a	  text	  in	  the	  course	  of	  which	  some	  words	  were	   being	   either	   unconsciously	   omitted	   (1,	   6,	   8)	   or	   misread	   and	  misrepresented	   (2,	   3,	   7).	   Thus,	   readings	   3	   and	   7	   resulted	   from	   the	   similar	  spelling	  of	  two	  participles	   =̇"B*U 	  (‘gaze’)	  and	   =̇A*U 	  (‘rejoice’),	  especially	  when	  they	  are	  written	  in	  cursive	  Serto	  script.	  The	  author	  is	  talking	  about	  the	  participation	  of	   angels	   in	   the	   Holy	   Eucharist,	   saying	   twice	   that	   they	   ‘gaze’	   upon	   the	   Holy	  Mysteries.	  Apart	  from	  the	  context	  that	  suggests	  that	  the	  act	  of	  watching	  rather	  than	  that	  of	  joy	  is	  implied,	  a	  final	  comparison	  with	  the	  saint	  who	  also	  ‘gaze	  ( =̇A*U )	  with	  a	  spiritual	  eye’	  makes	  it	  altogether	  clear.	  It	  is	  in	  that	  general	  context	  that	  Dana	   Miller	   felt	   necessary	   to	   introduce	   an	   emendation	   into	   his	   English	  translation	  of	  the	  chapter73.	  Reading	  5	  presents	  a	  more	  difficult	  case:	  in	  textus	  receptus	  the	  subject	  of	  the	  sentence	  is	  ‘angel’	  who	  ‘also	  partakes	  in	  that	  dread	  spectacle	  and	  is	  not	  deprived	   of	   that	   perfect	   converse’,	   whereas	   in	   d	   it	   is	   ‘we’.	   However,	   taken	  literally,	   the	   sentence	   in	   d	   makes	   no	   sense	   because	   of	   the	   presence	   of	   two	  personal	  pronouns.	  Both	  forms	  are	  grammatically	  correct	  and	  can	  be	  used	  with	  the	  respective	  form	  of	  the	  verb.	  It	  seems	  that	  here	  we	  deal	  with	  a	  corruption	  of	  the	  original	  text.	  So,	  which	  reading	  is	  superior,	  that	  of	  the	  textus	  receptus	  where	  we	  find	  an	  unproblematic	  sentence	  or	  d	  that	  bears	  clear	  traces	  of	  corruption?	  It	  is	   not	   only	   due	   to	   the	   principle	   of	   lectio	   difficilior	   that	  we	   should	   prefer	   the	  reading	  of	  d,	  but	  also	  because	  of	  the	  content	  of	  the	  passage.	  The	  chapter	  says	  that	  angels	   (according	   to	  nature)	   stand	  and	  gaze	  upon	  the	  Holy	  Mysteries;	   it	  would	  require	  a	  special	  explanation	  to	  argue	  that	  angels	  can	  be	  ‘deprived	  of	  that	  perfect	  converse’.	  It	  is,	  of	  course,	  of	  men	  (‘we’)	  who	  should	  deserve	  to	  partake	  from	  the	  Holy	  Mysteries,	  and	  once	  done,	  our	  guarding	  angel	  ‘is	  consoled’.	  Hence,	  the	  reading	  of	  d	  is	  to	  be	  preferred.	  
                                                                                                                73	  [Miller]	  1984,	  p.	  399.	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As	  for	  the	  other	  variant,	  reading	  (4),	  it	  is	  the	  textus	  receptus	  that	  appears	  to	  provide	  the	  authentic	  version.	  	  	  
f.	  Overall	  results.	  Two	  recensions.	  	  We	  started	  the	  survey	  of	  the	  evidence	  provided	  by	  indirect	  witnesses	  (monastic	   anthologies	   and	   quotations)	   with	   the	   aim	   to	   verify	   if	   the	   textus	  
receptus	  was	  available	  prior	  to	  the	  13th	  century	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  milieu,	  and	  hence	  if	  the	  textus	  receptus	  preserves	  the	  authentic	  text	  form	  of	  the	  BG.	  It	  was	  possible	   to	   implement	   the	   task	   thanks	   to	   the	   fact	   that	   the	  witnesses	   of	   the	  indirect	  transmission	  of	  the	  BG	  go	  back	  to	  the	  period	  between	  the	  8th	  and	  13th	  century,	  and	  thus	  allow	  us	  to	  trace	  the	  text	  form	  between	  the	  composition	  of	  the	  BG	  and	  the	  moment	  when	  the	  textus	  receptus	  became	  available	  in	  its	  established	  form	  by	  the	  13th	  century.	  A	  comparison	  of	  the	  textus	  receptus	  against	  the	  witnesses	  representing	  the	  indirect	  transmission	  clearly	  shows	  that	  the	  textus	  receptus	  differs	  in	  various	  ways	  from	  the	  text	  in	  the	  pre-­‐‑13th	  century	  period.	  We	  see	  two	  principal	  reasons	  accounting	   for	   the	   differences:	   systematic	   editorial	   intervention	   and	   the	  standard	  corruption	  of	  the	  text	  in	  the	  course	  of	  its	  manuscript	  transmission.	  	  	  The	  witnesses	   of	   the	   indirect	   transmission	   generally	   agree	   between	  each	  other,	  while	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  they	  disagree	  with	  the	  textus	  receptus.	  Given	  the	  systematic	  character	  of	  the	  disagreement	  between	  the	  textus	  receptus	  and	  the	   early	   fragmentary	   witnesses,	   it	   is	   justified	   to	   distinguish	   between	   two	  different	  recensions	  of	  the	  BG.	  Since	  the	  textus	  receptus	  is	  attested	  exclusively	  by	  the	  manuscripts	  of	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  provenance,	  it	  is	  natural	  to	  propose	  that	  the	  interference	  was	  done	  when	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  became	  available	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu.	  Furthermore,	  we	  could	  even	  argue	  that	  given	  the	  fact	  that	  all	  extant	  complete	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copies	  of	  the	  BG	  certainly	  go	  back	  to	  one	  particular	  manuscript	  copy,	  the	  textus	  
receptus	  was	  a	  product	  of	  the	  editorial	  work	  of	  a	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  scribe.	  As	  far	  as	  the	  possible	  date	  when	  an	  editorial	   intervention	  could	  have	  taken	   place,	   one	   can	   assume	   that	   this	   happened	   simultaneously	   with	   the	  formation	  of	  the	  textus	  receptus	  that	  took	  place	  no	  later	  than	  the	  first	  half	  of	  the	  13th	  century.	  And	  if	  manuscript	  b	  indeed	  represents	  the	  textus	  receptus,	  then	  its	  dating	  can	  go	  as	  far	  back	  as	  the	  end	  of	  the	  12th	  century.	  The	   history	   of	   the	   textus	   receptus	   as	   outlined	   above,	   i.e.	   the	   textus	  
receptus	   as	   a	   product	   of	   the	   Syriac	   Orthodox	   milieu,	   does	   not	   seem	   to	   be	  congruous	  with	   the	   evidence	   provided	   by	   the	  monastic	   anthologies.	   Indeed,	  according	  to	  our	  hypothesis	  the	  original	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  undergoes	  considerable	  editorial	   intervention	   probably	   at	   the	   end	   of	   the	   12th-­‐‑beginning	   of	   the	   13th	  century.	  Thus,	  the	  textus	  receptus	  should	  be	  considered	  as	  a	  text	  version	  of	  the	  BG	  as	  available	  in	  the	  Syriac	  Orthodox	  milieu.	  This,	  however,	  is	  not	  the	  case	  if	  we	  take	  into	  account	  the	  provenance	  of	  the	  monastic	  anthologies.	  It	  will	   be	   no	   surprise	   for	   us	   to	   find	   attestations	   of	   the	  BG	   in	   a	   form	  different	  from	  the	  textus	  receptus	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  sources,	  such	  as	  the	  works	  of	  Joseph	  Ḥazzāyā	  and	  an	  anonymous	  Commentary	  on	  the	  Kephalaia	  Gnostica	  of	  
Evagrius	  Ponticus.	  As	  for	  our	  monastic	  miscellanies,	  none	  of	  them	  is	  clearly	  of	  East	  Syriac	  provenance:	  one	  is	  Melkite	  (a),	  another	  three	  –	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  (b,	  
c	  and	  d)74.	  So	  it	  seems	  that	  we	  reach	  a	  contradiction	  challenging	  the	  distinciton	  
                                                                                                                74	   As	   stated	   above,	  b	   has	   preserved	   the	   text	   of	   the	   first	   twelve	   chapters	   from	   the	   first	   century.	  Regrettably,	  none	  of	  those	  chapters	  is	  attested	  by	  any	  witness	  not	  pertaining	  to	  the	  complete	  version	  of	  BG,	  and	  for	  that	  reason,	  the	  evolution	  of	  its	  evidence	  is	  rather	  problematic,	  whereas	  a	  comparison	  of	  the	  extant	  chapters	  with	  the	  manuscripts	  that	  contain	  the	  complete	  text	  demonstrate	  their	  full	  agreement.	  That	  fact	  can	  be	  interpreted	  in	  two	  ways.	  On	  the	  one	  hand,	  the	  text	  form	  of	  the	  chapters	  preserved	  in	  b	  can	  be	  considered	  as	  representing	  the	  textus	  receptus.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  since	  there	  are	  indeed	  many	  occasions	  when	  the	   text	  of	  d	  and	   the	  complete	   text	   fully	  correspond	  with	  each	  other,	   the	   agreement	   between	   the	   text	   form	   of	  b	   and	   the	   textus	   receptus	   may	   not	   exclude	   the	  possibility	  that	  b	  nevertheless	  belongs	  to	  a	  different	  recension	  and	  stems	  from	  the	  same	  recension	  as	  that	  represented	  by	  Mingana	  syr.	  86.	  As	  argued	  above,	  my	  position	  is	  that	  the	  chapters	  in	  b	  are	  indeed	  related	   to	   the	   textus	   receptus.	   In	  other	  words,	  although	   being	   only	  a	   selection	  of	   the	   first	  twelve	  chapters	   from	  the	   text	  of	   the	   BG	   it	  nevertheless	   stems	  not	   from	  the	  original,	   East	  Syriac,	  recension,	  but	  from	  its	  later	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  offshoot.	  If	  so,	  then	  in	  the	  case	  of	  BL	  we	  find	  one	  of	  the	  earliest	  attestation	  of	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  recension	  of	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG.	  Moreover,	  the	  presence	  of	  the	  chapters	  in	  that	  manuscript	  demonstrates	  that	  already	  by	  the	  12th–13th	  century	  the	  text	  of	  the	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proposed	  above	  between	  the	  two	  recensions,	  one	  of	  which,	  the	  textus	  receptus,	  came	  into	  circulation	  around	  the	  time	  when	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  was	  borrowed	  by	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu.	  Let	  us	  look	  closer	  at	  that	  problem.	  Next	  to	  the	  chapters	  selected	  from	  the	  BG,	  the	  manuscript	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  (a)	  contains	  also	  fragments	  from	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  by	  Šemʿōn	  as	  well	  as	  some	  other	  East	  Syriac	   texts.	  This	   suggests	   that	   the	  manuscript’s	   scribe	  had	  at	  his	  disposal	  either	  an	  East	  Syriac	  manuscript	  from	  which	  the	  relevant	  material	  was	  selected	   or	   another	   Melkite	   manuscript	   that	   ultimately	   depends	   on	   an	   East	  Syriac	  manuscript.	  One	  can	  safely	  postulate	  that	  a	  depends	  on	  an	  East	  Syriac	  manuscript	  and	   thus	  represents	   the	   text	   form	  as	   it	  was	  available	   in	   the	  East	  Syriac	  milieu.	  	  The	  same	  applies	  to	  manuscript	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  (d).	  As	  demonstrated	  in	   the	   Chapter	   II	   ‘Minor	   works’,	   there	   are	   clear	   indications	   hinting	   at	   the	  manuscript’s	  close	  relationship	  to	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition.	  For	  example,	  if	  we	  consider	  the	  contents	  of	  the	  older	  part	  of	  the	  manuscript,	  then	  we	  notice	  that	  this	   part	   contains	   not	   only	   a	   selection	   of	   chapters	   from	   the	  BG,	   but	   also	   the	  works	  of	  other	  East	  Syriac	  writers,	  such	  as	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  John	  of	  Dalyatha	  and	  Gregory	  of	  Cyprus.	  In	  order	  to	  establish	  its	  provenance,	  we	  should	  assume	  that	  this	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  manuscript	  is	  based	  on	  an	  East	  Syriac	  miscellany	  of	  monastic	  works.	  The	  case	  of	  the	  manuscript	  Sachau	  352	  (c)	  is	  different.	  There	  we	  deal	  with	   a	   Syrian	   Orthodox	  manuscript	   that	   bears	   no	   evident	   traces	   of	   its	   close	  relationship	  with	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition	  althouth	  such	  relationship	  cannot	  be	  absolutely	  excluded.	  Thus,	   the	   three	   monastic	   miscellanies	   a,	   c	   and	   d	   all	   turn	   out	   to	   be	  witnesses	  of	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  that	  is	  different	  from	  the	  textus	  receptus.	  Being	  of	  Rum	  Orthodox	  provenance,	  a,	  is	  by	  its	  very	  origin	  different	  from	  the	  formation	  of	  the	  textus	  receptus,	  whereas	  c	  and	  d,	  although	  both	  being	  of	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  
                                                                                                                BG	  was	  available	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu.	  This	  the	  earliest	  documented	  date	  for	  the	  presence	  of	  the	  text	  in	  that	  tradition.	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provenance,	   represent	   the	   text	   as	   it	   was	   available	   outside	   of	   the	   formation	  process	  of	  the	  textus	  receptus.	  Interestingly,	   a	   different	   textual	   affiliation	   of	   the	   Syrian	   Orthodox	  witnesses	  c	  and	  d	  is	  related	  to	  one	  common	  trait	  of	  both	  manuscripts.	  Namely,	  the	   chapters	   from	   the	   BG	   in	   both	   of	   them	   have	   no	   attribution.	   This	   is	   quite	  different	  from	  the	  evidence	  provided	  by	  manuscript	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  (where	  we	  find	  the	  name	  of	  Šemʿōn)	  as	  well	  as	  from	  the	  textual	  tradition	  of	  the	  textus	  receptus	  (that	  attributes	  the	  text	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh).	  An	  anonymous	  transmission	  could	  have	   various	   reasons.	   For	   example,	   one	   could	   explain	   it	   as	   the	   result	   of	  concealing	   the	  ecclesiastic	  affiliation	  of	   the	   text’s	  author.	  However,	   there	  are	  also	  cases	  when	   the	   texts	  within	   the	  East	  Syriac	  were	  circulating	  without	  an	  original	   attribution.	   At	   this	   stage,	   it	   is	   hardly	   possible	   to	   reach	   a	   decisive	  explanation	  of	  that	  anonymous	  transmission.	  What	  is	  of	  importance	  is	  that	  it	  is	  a	   clear	   indication	   of	   a	   branch	   of	   the	   textual	   transmission	   of	   the	   BG	   that	   is	  different	   from	  the	   textus	   receptus.	  We	  can	  postulate	   that	   in	   the	  same	  period,	  12th–13th	   century,	   the	   text	   of	   the	  BG	  was	  available	   in	   different	   versions.	  One	  version	   underwent	   a	   substantial	   editorial	   intervention	   (textus	   receptus)	   and	  was	   introduced	   into	   the	   Syrian	   Orthodox	   corpus	   of	   the	   works	   of	   Isaac	   of	  Nineveh,	  and	  became	   thereby	  very	  popular	  in	   the	  monastic	  circles.	  This	  was,	  however,	  not	  the	  only	  way	  of	  the	  manuscript	  transmission	  of	  the	  BG	  in	  Syrian	  Orthodox	   milieu.	   It	   seems	   that	   next	   to	   this	   adapted	   version,	   the	   authentic	  version	  of	  the	  text	  was	  also	  available	  and	  was	  used	  in	  monastic	  compilations.	  	  All	  in	  all,	  the	  analysis	  of	  the	  surviving	  manuscript	  evidence	  allows	  us	  to	  distinguish	  between	  two	  recensions	  of	  the	  BG.	  One	  of	  them	  is	  attested	  by	  some	  Syrian	   Orthodox	   and	   by	   one	   Rum	  Orthodox	  witness,	   and	   has	   preserved	   the	  fragments	  from	  the	  BG	  in	  their	  authentic	  form	  as	  available	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition.	  The	  other	  recension	  is	  attested	  only	  by	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  witnesses	  and	  constitutes	  the	  textus	  receptus,	  for	  it	  is	  in	  this	  form	  that	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  circulated	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu	  from	  the	  late	  12th	  –	  early	  13th	  century	  onwards.	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Finally,	   it	   would	   be	   wrong	   to	   claim	   that	   being	   the	   product	   of	   an	  anonymous	  editor,	   the	   textus	   receptus	  has	  no	  value	  for	  the	  study	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  ideas.	   Despite	   the	   editorial	   interference,	   the	   comparison	   of	   the	   recensions	  shows	   that	  quite	  a	  substantial	  part	  of	   the	   text	  was	  not	  affected,	  and	  survives	  therefore	  in	  its	  original	  form.	  However,	  since	  we	  possess	  only	  limited	  material	  for	  the	  study	  of	  the	  textus	  receptus,	  it	  is	  impossible	  to	  exactly	  estimate	  the	  extent	  of	  that	  interference.	  After	  all,	  it	  is	  only	  the	  textus	  receptus	  that	  has	  preserved	  the	  complete	  text	  of	  the	  BG.	  
	  
5.	  Arabic	  version 	  From	  the	  overview	  of	  the	  study	  of	  the	  BG	  we	  know	  that	  while	  looking	  for	  the	  real	  author	  of	  the	  text,	  an	  attempt	  was	  made	  to	  find	  an	  Arabic	  translation	  of	  the	  BG.	  One	  particular	  research	  question	  can	  be	  addressed	  as	  far	  as	  the	  evidence	  offered	  by	  the	  Arabic	  version	  is	  concerned.	  Namely,	  considering	  the	  proposed	  distinction	  between	  the	  two	  recensions	  of	  the	  BG,	  to	  which	  one	  does	  the	  Arabic	  version	   belong?	   Or	   were	   there	   different	   translations	   made	   from	   different	  recensions	  of	  the	  Syriac	  text?	  That	  question	  will	  be	  investigated	  after	  presenting	  the	  extant	  manuscripts	  of	  the	  Arabic	  version.	  In	   the	   context	   of	   the	   present	   study	   it	   was	   possible	   to	   add	   more	  witnesses	  of	  the	  Arabic	  translation.	  Next	  to	  those	  that	  are	  listed	  below,	  there	  are	  also	  other	  extant	  copies,	  especially	  in	  the	  manuscript	  collections	  in	  Egypt	  where	  the	  text	  still	  enjoys	  a	  great	  popularity.	  Since	  not	  all	  of	  the	  Egyptian	  collections	  have	  been	  catalogued,	  a	  proper	  quest	  for	  the	  manuscript	  witnesses	  of	  the	  Arabic	  translation	  of	  the	  BG	  will	  remain	  an	  urgent	  task	  for	  future	  research.	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a.	  Manuscript	  witnesses	  	  Before	  we	  proceed	  with	  an	  overview	  of	  the	  manuscript	  witnesses,	  we	  should	  state	  that	  according	  to	  the	  evidence	  of	  the	  extant	  manuscripts	  the	  BG	  was	  always	  transmitted	  in	  the	  Arabic	  tradition	  within	  the	  so-­‐‑called	  Fourth	  Part	  of	  the	  four-­‐‑volume	  corpus	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  No	  witnesses	  for	  an	  independent	  circulation	  of	  the	  text	  have	  been	  detected	  so	  far.	  A	  survey	  of	   the	  manuscript	  copies	  suggests	   that	   the	  Fourth	  Part	  was	  available	  in	  at	  least	  two	  different	  forms:	  one	  included	  the	  BG	  and	  the	  other	  one	  did	  not.	  This	  circumstance	  complicates	  the	  search	  for	  the	  manuscript	  copies	  of	  the	  text	  even	  more	  since	  the	  presence	  of	  the	  Fourth	  Part	  in	  a	  manuscript	  would	  not	  automatically	  imply	  that	  the	  BG	  is	  included75.	  This	  is	  the	  case,	  for	  instance,	  in	  manuscript	  Vat.	  sir.	  19876.	  Below	  there	  is	  a	  list	  of	  only	  those	  manuscripts	  that	  provide	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  as	  part	  of	  the	  Fourth	  Part,	  whereas	  a	  number	  of	  manuscripts	  of	  uncertain	  content	  will	  have	  to	  wait	  until	  the	  direct	  examination	  will	  become	  possible77.	  	  
i.	  Monastery	  Deir	  al-­‐‑Suryān,	  MS	  15378	  –	  Ar.	  1	  Arabic	  script,	  241	  f.,	  1253	  CE?	  	  Content:	  corpus	  of	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  in	  four	  parts	  Ff.	  ???–???:	  the	  BG	  (text	  in	  six	  centuries)	  
                                                                                                                75	  For	  examples,	  Graf	  lists	  manuscript	  Cambridge	  Dd.	  15.2	  (17th	  c.)	  as	  a	  witness	  to	  the	  Fourth	  Part	  of	  Isaac	  but	  upon	  direct	  examination	  of	  the	  manuscript	  it	  turns	  out	  that.	  although	  it	  indeed	  contains	  a	  text	  organized	  in	  centuries.	  it	  certainly	  cannot	  be	  identified	  with	  the	  BG.	  In	  fact,	  the	  Gnostic	  Chapters	  are	  featured	  after	  a	  large	  section	  (ff.	  72r–171v)	  with	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  (First	  Part,	  8–22).	  The	  Gnostic	  
Chapters	  begin	  on	  f.	  171v	  and	  then	  there	  is	  a	  lacuna	  of	  three	  quires.	  76	  For	  a	  description	  of	  its	  content,	  see	  Assemani	  1759,	  pp.	  458–461.	  77	  It	  was	  impossible	  to	  verify	  the	  presence	  of	  the	  BG	  in	  some	  manuscripts	  that	  contain	  (according	  to	  the	  available	  descriptions)	  the	  four-­‐‑volume	  corpus	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh:	  Monastery	  of	  St.	  Antony	  ms.	  218	  (1794	  CE),	  Monastery	  of	  St.	  Antony	  ms.	  219	  (1793	  CE),	  Deir	  al-­‐‑Suryān,	  MS	  154.	  78	  The	  manuscript	  was	  not	  available	  to	  me	  in	  the	  course	  of	  my	  research.	  The	  evidence	  contained	  by	  that	  manuscript	  is	  drawn	  from	  the	  edition	  (Mayāmir)	  that	  is	  based	  on	  that	  manuscript.	  I	  tentatively	  identify	   the	   manuscript	   that	   was	   used	   for	   the	   edition	   with	   the	   manuscript	   from	   1253	   CE	   that	  contains	  the	  ‘sayings’	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (as	  mentioned	  in	  passing	  in	  Bigoul,	  2006,	  p.	  2).	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ii.	  Šarfeh,	  Armalet	  ar.	  7/279	  –	  Ar.	  2	  Arabic	  script,	  scribe	  Gabriel,	  283	  f.,	  1478	  CE;	  according	  to	  later	  notes	  (16th	  c.?)	  the	  manuscript	  belonged	  to	  the	  monastery	  of	  Mār	  Mūsā	  al-­‐‑Ḥabašī	  near	  Nabk	  in	  Syria.	  	  The	  presence	  of	  the	  Coptic	  numbers	  in	  order	  to	  indicate	  the	  foliation	  and	  the	  chapters	   implies	   that	   the	   manuscript	   is	   of	   Coptic	   origin.	   G.	   Graf	   has	   even	  suggested	  that	  its	  scribe	  can	  be	  identified	  as	  Gabriel	  ibn	  Faḫr	  al-­‐‑Kafāʾ	  who	  was	  an	  active	  collaborator	  of	  the	  famous	  al-­‐‑ʿAssāl	  family	  in	  the	  13th	  century.	  Graf	  had	  to	  admit	  that	  the	  date	  requires	  an	  emendation	  in	  995	  A.M.	  [=	  1278	  CE]80.	  That	  claim	   however	   is	   not	   supported	   by	   the	   palaeographic	   analysis	   of	   the	  handwriting.	  The	   colophon	   contains	   an	   important	   note	   on	   the	  model	   used	   by	   the	  scribe	  (f.	  282v):	  	  
وﻗﺪ	  ﻗﻴﻞ	  ﻓﻲ	  ﻧﺴﺨﺔ	  اﻻﺻﻞ	  ان	  اﻻب	  اﻟﻘﺲ	  ﻳﻌﻘﻮب	  ﻧﻘﻠﻬﺎ	  ﻣﻦ	  اﻟﺴﺮﻳﺎﻧﻲ	  اﻟﻰ	  اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ	  ﻋﻠﻰ	  ﻳﺎﺑﺲ	  
اﻟﺴﺮﻳﺎﻧﻲ	  ﻻﺟﻞ	  ان	  اﻟﺬﻳﻦ	  ﺳﻘﻠﻮا81	  اﻟﻜﻼم	  اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻲ	  اﻇﺎﻋﻮ82	  ﻓﻬﻤﻪ	  اﻟﺮوﺣﺎﻧﻲ	  ﻻﻧﻬﻢ	  ﻗﺼﺪوا	  ﻓﻘﻪ	  
اﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ	  ﻧﻘﻞ	  ﻫﺬه	  اﻟﻜﺘﺐ	  ﻋﻠﻰ	  اﻟﻴﺎﺑﺲ	  ﻟﻴﻜﻮن	  ﻳﻔﻬﻤﻬﻢ	  ﻣﻦ	  اﻧﺎر	  اﻟﺮب	  ﻓﻬﻤﻪ	  ﺑﻌﻤﻞ	  اﻟﺮﻫﺒﻨﺔ	  واﻟﺘﻠﻤﻴﺬ	  
اﻣﺘﺘﻞ	  ﻣﺮﺳﻮم	  ﻧﺎﺳﺦ	  اﻻﺻﻞ	  وﻛﺘﺐ	  ﻋﻠﻰ	  ﻣﺘﺎﻟﻪ	  ﻓﺎﻟﻘﺎري	  ﻳﺤﻤﻞ	  اﻟﻔﺎﺿﻬﺎ83	  روﺣﺎﻧﻴﺎ	  ﻻ	  ﻋﻠﻰ	  ﺳﻘﻞ84	  
اﻟﻜﻼم	  	  
 ‘It	  is	  said	  in	  the	  original	  manuscript	  that	  father,	  priest	  Yaʿqūb	  translated	  it	  [the	  text]	   from	  Syriac	   into	  Arabic	  close	   to	  Syriac.	  For	   those	  who	  refine	   the	  Arabic	  
                                                                                                                79	  Armalet	  1936,	  p.	  379.	  The	  colophon	  says	  that	  the	  manuscript	  was	  completed	  on	  1	  Baba,	  1195	  A.M.	  [=	  1478	  CE].	  Armalet	  gives	  the	  same	  Coptic	  date	  but	  due	  to	  a	  mistake	  in	  the	  calculation,	  it	  offers	  a	  wrong	  equivalent,	  1458	  CE.	  80	  Graf	  1944,	  p.	  440	  n.	  1.	  It	  is	  not	  clear	  if	  Graf	  saw	  the	  manuscript	  himself,	  but	  it	  should	  be	  possible	  to	  compare	  the	  handwriting	  of	  Šarfeh,	  Armalet	  ar.	  7/2	  with	  the	  manuscripts	  copied	  by	  Gabriel	  ibn	  Faḫr	  al-­‐‑Kafāʾ	  (some	  of	  those	  are	  preserved	  at	  the	  Coptic	  patriarchate	  in	  Cairo).	  81	  The	  word	  should	  be	  corrected	  to	   ﺻﻘﻠﻮا .	  82	  The	  word	  should	  be	  corrected	  to	   اﺿﺎﻋﻮ .	  83	  The	  word	  should	  be	  corrected	  to	   اﻟﻔﺎﻇﻬﺎ .	  84	  The	  word	  should	  be	  corrected	  to	   ﺻﻘﻞ .	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speech	  neglect	  its	  spiritual	  understanding	  since	  they	  aim	  at	  [the	  rules]	  of	  Arabic	  philology,	  whereas	  he	   [priest	  Yaʿqūb]	   translated	   those	  books	   literally	   so	   that	  they	  could	  be	  understood	  by	  those	  who	  were	  enlightened	  by	  the	  Lord	  through	  the	  works	  of	  monasticism.	  And	  the	  disciple	  [scribe	  Gabriel?]	  followed	  the	  copy	  [made	  by]	  a	  scribe	  of	  the	  autograph	  and	  copied	  after	  the	  model.	  Let	  the	  reader	  carry	  its	  words	  spiritually	  and	  not	  according	  to	  the	  lustre	  of	  the	  speech’. 	  Content:	  corpus	  of	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  in	  four	  parts	  Ff.	  241v–282v:	  the	  BG	  (text	  in	  six	  centuries)	  Peculiarity:	  chapter	  numeration	  in	  the	  margins	  	  
iii.	  Jerusalem,	  Monastery	  of	  St.	  Mark	  18285	  –	  Ar.	  3	  290	  f.,	  serto	  Garshuni,	  1515	  CE,	  Deir	  al-­‐‑Suryān.	  Copied	  by	  the	  scribes	  Ibn	  Ḫūwāgā	  Sulaiman	  and	  Īwānīs	  from	  Manṣūrīya	  in	  the	  Monastery	  of	  the	  Syrians	  during	  the	  time	  of	  abbot	  Cyriacus86.	  One	  of	  the	  scribes	  narrates	  that	  the	  manuscript	  used	  as	  a	  model	  had	  only	  the	  first	  chapter	  from	  the	  ‘chapters	  of	  knowledge’,	  but	  the	  abbot	  managed	  to	  find	  another	  manuscript	  that	  contained	  the	  complete	  text.	  In	  all	  likelihood,	  it	  is	   this	   complete	   copy	   that	   contains	   a	   note	   about	   the	   history	   of	   the	   text	   as	  paraphrased	  by	  the	  scribe	  (f.	  289v).	   	  
FS1Q9  D&ܐܒ  ܐ@QT`I  ܐܢ  ܐ@Aܝ  8Tk  ܐ@`&ܐܒ  ܐ8I  Daܢ  ܐ8Taܢ  JA*P  ܨܐ=}  Rlܐ*G  
D5aܪ  ܘܐ8I  %U  ܐ^%a8Ï  ܐ@&ܝ  Daܢ  R"I  ܘܐ@1[5I  ܐ8I  8YG  ܗܕ<  ܐ@`&ܐܒ  %U  ܐ@TB*a8h  
ܐ@h  ܐ@2B!h  ܘDHy  F1\  O#ܐ%ZI  ܘ%H`tܬ  %2Qaܗ  ܘ!TZIܡ  =&ܝ  DG  =A  *eI%I/  ܘ4S}  
%U  DG  %U  *QZB  Rh  ܗܕ<  D&ܐ!I  ܐܢ  *ADBܗ  Rh  ܐ@l^ܗ  D19  ܐܘ=9  Rh  D&ܐܒ  ܬܐܪ*`I  
^8I  JA  ܬF}  Rh  8YSI  %U  ܐ@TB*a8h  ܐ@h  ܐ@WB0#8h  	  
                                                                                                                85	   Descriptions:	   Baumstark	   /	   Graf	   /	   Rücker	   1912,	   pp.	   133–135,	  Dolabany	   1994,	   pp.	   381–385.	   A	  digital	  copy	  of	  the	  manuscript	  is	  available	  at	  the	  Hill	  Museum	  &	  Manuscript	  Library	  (Collegeville,	  Minnesota)	  under	  a	  shelf-­‐‑mark	  SMMJ	  00182.	  86	   On	   that	   active	   abbot,	   known	   as	   Severus	   Cyriacus	   (1492–1516),	   who	   stemmed	   from	   Mount	  Lebanon,	  see	  Evelyn	  White	  1932,	  pp.	  408–409,	  451–452,	  462.	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‘The	  manuscript	  copy	  informs	  us	  that	  the	  one	  who	  copied	  it	  was	  the	  head	  of	  the	  holy,	  righteous,	  virtuous	  and	  great	  men.	  Out	  of	  his	  faith	  and	  love	  he	  translated	  this	   book	   from	   Syriac	   into	   Arabic	   and	   brought	   to	   light	   the	   depth	   of	   the	  obscurities	  and	  difficulties	  of	  its	  meaning.	  And	  he	  facilitated	  it	  so	  that	  everybody	  could	   understand	   it.	   And	  he	   asks	   everybody	  who	  will	   look	   into	   this	   book	   to	  remember	  him	  in	  his	  prayers.	  He	  imparts	  in	  the	  colophon	  of	  the	  book	  that	  he	  became	  very	  tired	  while	  translating	  from	  Syriac	  into	  Garshuni’.	  	  Content:	  corpus	  of	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  in	  four	  parts	  Ff.	  [245r–288r]:	  the	  BG	  (text	  in	  six	  centuries)	  Peculiarity:	  no	  chapter	  numbers	  	  
iv.	  Oxford,	  Bodleian	  Library,	  Marsh	  46587	  –	  Ar.	  4	  Serto	  Garshuni,	  257	  f.,	  damaged	  (colophon	  is	  lost),	  16th	  c.	  	  Content:	  the	  manuscript	  contains	  Fourth	  Part	  by	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  followed	  by	  the	  works	  attributed	  to	  Abba	  Dorotheus,	  Ephrem,	  Abba	  Isaiah	  as	  well	  as	  some	  apophthegmata.	  	  Ff.	  66v–174r:	  the	  BG	  (text	  in	  six	  Centuries)	  Peculiarities:	   the	   text	   is	   slightly	   shorter	   than	   in	   other	   copies	   (the	   final	   five	  chapters	  are	  lacking),	  the	  chapter	  division:	  Century	  I	  –	  100	  chapters,	  Century	  II	  –	  98	  chapters	  and	  Century	  III	  –	  100	  chapters	  	  
v.	  Šarfeh,	  Raḥmānī	  46188	  –	  Ar.	  5	  Garshuni	  serto,	  scribe	  Joseph,	  copied	  at	  the	  monastery	  of	  Mar	  Matta,	  1588/9	  CE.	  	  
                                                                                                                87	  Payne	  Smith	  1864,	  pp.	  481–484.	  88	  Sōnī	  1993,	  pp.	  140–142	  [no.	  461].	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Content:	  corpus	  of	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  in	  four	  parts	  and	  homilies	  of	  John	  Chrysostom,	  Ephrem,	  Basil	  of	  Cesarea,	  Athanasius	  of	  Alexandria,	  Evagrius	  Ponticus.	  Ff.	  126r–216r:	  the	  BG	  (text	  in	  six	  Centuries)	  No	  chapter	  numeration	  	  
vi.	  Monastery	  of	  Mār	  Behnām	  8/29	  (Soni	  245)89	  –	  Ar.	  6	  Garshuni	  serto,	  1718/9	  CE,	   scribe	  Toma	   the	  Monk,	   son	  of	  Eliyas	   from	  Mosul,	  copied	  in	  the	  monastery	  of	  Mār	  Behnām.	  	  Content:	  corpus	  of	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  in	  four	  parts	  Ff.	  195r–221v:	  the	  BG	  (text	  in	  six	  Centuries)	  No	  chapter	  numeration	  	  
vii.	  Deir	  Abū	  Maqār,	  Hom.	  3690	  –	  Ar.	  7	  Arabic	  script,	  1887	  CE	  and	  1875	  CE	  	  The	  manuscript	   is	  made	  up	   of	   two	   originally	   independent	   codices	   that	  were	  bound	  together,	  the	  one	  (copied	  in	  1887	  CE)	  contains	  the	  first	  three	  parts91,	  the	  other	  (copied	  in	  1875	  CE)	  –	  part	  four.	  Although	  the	  catalogue	  does	  not	  specify	  the	  content	  of	  the	  Fourth	  Part,	  it	  is	  highly	  likely	  that	  it	  indeed	  contains	  the	  BG	  because	  apparently	  this	  particular	  text	  was	  used	  by	  Bunge	  in	  his	  study	  of	  the	  BG92.	  	  Content:	  corpus	  of	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  in	  four	  parts	  Ff.	  ???–???:	  the	  BG	  
                                                                                                                89	  A	  digital	  copy	  of	  the	  manuscript	  is	  available	  at	  the	  Hill	  Museum	  &	  Manuscript	  Library	  (Collegeville,	  Minnesota)	  under	  a	  shelf-­‐‑mark	  MBM	  00376.	  90	  Zanetti	  1986,	  p.	  51	  [no.	  357].	  91	  There	  is	  abundant	  evidence	  for	  the	  circulation	  of	  the	  corpus	  in	  the	  form	  of	  three	  parts	  only.	  92	  Bunge	  1985,	  p.	  21	  n.	  72.	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viii.	  Mardin	  Orth.	  202	  –	  Ar.	  8	  Garshuni	   Serto,	   copied	   from	   Ar.	   3	   in	   Jerusalem,	   1910	   CE,	   scribes	   Yuḥanna	  Ghrūm	  and	  Ḥanna	  Ghandūr,	  both	  from	  Mardin	  and	  both	  monks	  of	  the	  Monastery	  of	  St.	  Mark	  in	  Jerusalem.	  	  Content:	  corpus	  of	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  in	  four	  parts	  Pp.	  364–427:	  the	  BG	  (text	  in	  six	  Centuries)	  	  Thus,	   it	   was	   possible	   to	   find	   eight	   manuscripts	   that	   contain	   the	   Arabic	  translation	  of	  the	  BG	  and	  in	  the	  case	  of	  each	  manuscript	  we	  can	  see	  that	  the	  text	  of	  the	  treatise	  is	  transmitted	  within	  the	  Fourth	  Part	  of	  the	  four-­‐‑volume	  corpus	  that	  is	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  Moreover,	  in	  all	  manuscripts	  but	  one	  (Ar.	  
4)	  we	  can	  find	  the	  complete	  text	  of	  the	  four-­‐‑volume	  corpus.	  	  The	  transmission	  of	  the	  BG	  as	  part	  of	  the	  corpus	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  signifies	  that	  in	  order	  to	  study	  the	  history	  of	  the	  Arabic	  translation	  of	  the	  BG	  as	  well	  as	   its	  manuscript	  transmission	  in	  Arabic,	  one	  should	  pursue	  a	  research	  on	  the	  Arabic	  tradition	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  This,	  however,	  seems	  to	  be	  impossible,	  because,	  as	  of	  today,	  the	  Arabic	  tradition	  of	  Isaac	  is	  not	  studied	  and	  its	  countless	  number	  of	  manuscripts	  is	  still	  awaiting	  further	  analysis.	  	  Since	   it	  was	   impossible	   to	  undertake	  a	   thorough	   investigation	  of	   the	  Arabic	  manuscripts	  containing	  the	  works	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  as	  well	  as	   the	   translation	   history	   of	   his	   works,	   all	   the	   results	   have	   a	   preliminary	  character	   and	   are	   limited	   to	   the	   manuscripts	   at	   my	   disposal.	   Similarly,	   we	  depend	  in	  that	  study	  of	  the	  present	  state	  of	  research	  of	  the	  Arabic	  tradition	  of	  Isaac.	  	   One	   should	   also	   bear	   in	  mind	   that	   the	   four-­‐‑volume	  Arabic	  corpus	   of	  Isaac	   constitutes	   only	   one	   of	   the	   branches	   of	   the	   Arabic	   tradition	   of	   Isaac,	  whereas	  another	   is	   clearly	  associated	  with	   the	  Melkite	  circles	  of	   the	  9th/10th	  century	   in	  Palestine	  and	  Sinai93.	  A	   third	  branch	   is	   represented	  by	   the	  Arabic	  
                                                                                                                93	  Brock	  1999–2000,	  p.	  478.	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translation	  done	  by	  Ibn	  al-­‐‑Faḍl	  (11th	  c.),	  which	  is	  based	  on	  the	  Greek	  version94.	  So	  far,	  in	  the	  course	  of	  my	  research	  I	  have	  come	  across	  the	  BG	  only	  as	  a	  part	  of	  that	  four-­‐‑volume	  corpus,	  and	  I	  have	  not	  been	  able	  to	  find	  it	  in	  any	  of	  the	  other	  branches.	  My	  working	  hypothesis	  concerning	  the	  history	  of	  the	  Arabic	  translation	  of	  the	  BG	  is	  that	  it	  was	  translated	  about	  the	  second	  half	  of	  the	  12th	  –	  beginning	  of	  the	  13th	  century	  in	  Egypt	  as	  a	  part	  of	  a	  collection	  of	  texts	  that	  now	  constitutes	  the	   Fourth	   Part	   of	   Isaac’s	   Arabic	   corpus.	   Below	   I	   attempt	   to	   offer	   some	  arguments	  in	  support	  of	  the	  assumption.	  	   Let	  me	  start	  with	  the	  evidence	  offered	  by	  the	  manuscripts	  listed	  above.	  	   All	  the	  manuscripts	  can	  be	  easily	  divided	  into	  two	  groups	  based	  on	  the	  religious	   affiliation	   of	   the	   scribe.	   Thus,	   manuscripts	   Ar.	   2	   and	   Ar.	   7	   were	  produced	  by	  scribes	  who	  were	  Copts.	  The	  second	  group	  covers	  manuscripts	  (Ar.	  
3,	  Ar.	  5,	  Ar.	  6	  and	  Ar.	  8)	  that	  were	  produced	  by	  scribes	  belonging	  to	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	   Church.	   There	   is	   also	   another	   important	   indication	   that	   helps	   to	  distinguish	   between	   those	   two	   groups.	   Namely,	   whereas	   the	   manuscripts	  produced	  by	   the	  Coptic	   scribes	  are	   in	   the	  Arabic	   script,	   the	  manuscripts	   that	  came	  out	  of	  the	  hands	  of	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  scribes	  were	  copied	  in	  Garshuni,	  that	  is	  Arabic	  in	  Syriac	  script.	  With	  this	  indication	  in	  hand,	  we	  can	  safely	  assign	  manuscript	  Ar.	  4	  copied	  in	  Garshuni	  (that	  otherwise	  provides	  no	  information	  about	  its	  production	  history)	  to	  the	  second	  group.	  	  As	  far	  as	  the	  provenance	  of	  the	  manuscripts	  is	  concerned,	  three	  of	  them	  (Ar.	  2,	  Ar.	  3	  and	  Ar.	  7)	  were	  copied	  in	  Egypt,	  whilst	  some	  other	  three	  either	  in	  Northern	  Mesopotamia	  (Ar.	  5	  and	  Ar.	  6)	  or	  in	  Jerusalem	  (Ar.	  8).	  It	  is	  not	  a	  mere	  coincidence	  that	  the	  earliest	  manuscripts	  come	  from	  Egypt,	  but	  this	  is	  indicative	  of	  the	  provenance	  of	  the	  Arabic	  translation	  of	  the	  BG.	  The	  earliest	  witness	  dates	  back	  to	  the	  13th	  century	  (Ar.	  1)	  and	  thereby	  it	  sets	  a	  terminus	  ante	  quem	  for	  the	  translation.	  Since	  all	  the	  copies	  provide	  an	  
                                                                                                                94	  Brock	  1999–2000,	  p.	  478.	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identical	   text95,	   it	   is	   reasonable	   to	  argue	   that	  all	   of	   them	  depend	   on	   a	   single	  Arabic	  translation	  of	  the	  BG	  executed	  by	  the	  beginning	  of	  13th	  century.	  Corroborative	  evidence	   for	   dating	   the	  Arabic	   translation	   back	   to	   the	  13th	  century	  is	  offered	  also	  from	  a	  somewhat	  unexpected	  source.	  Namely,	  while	  talking	  about	  the	  peculiarities	  of	  the	  textual	  transmission	  of	  the	  BG,	  we	  noticed	  that	  a	  common	  feature	  of	  the	  textus	  receptus	  is	  a	  lacuna	  in	  the	  Syriac	  text	  (I/35–I/43)	  that	  is	  substituted	  with	  an	  Arabic	  translation	  in	  all	  available	  manuscript	  witnesses.	  The	  comparison	  of	  that	  fragment	  and	  the	  complete	  Arabic	  translation	  shows	  that	  the	  text	  is	  identical	  and	  it	  is	  therefore	  safe	  to	  conclude	  that	  the	  lacuna	  was	   substituted	   on	   the	   basis	   of	   the	   available	   Arabic	   translation	   of	   the	   BG.	  However,	  our	  oldest	  manuscript	  witness	  (A)	  goes	  back	  to	  the	  year	  1294/5	  and	  is	  not	  a	  common	  ancestor	  of	  the	  other	  witnesses,	  which	  presupposes	  that	  the	  Arabic	  translation	  of	  the	  BG	  was	  made	  not	  later	  than	  mid-­‐‑13th	  century.	  In	   two	  of	   the	  manuscripts	   (Ar.	  2	  and	  Ar.	  3)	  we	  find	  some	  important	  notes	   about	   the	  Arabic	   translation	   of	   the	  works	   of	   Isaac	   that	   require	   special	  attention.	  In	  fact,	  both	  notes	  should	  be	  treated	  as	  paraphrases	  of	  the	  original	  accounts	  found	  by	  the	  respective	  scribes	  in	  the	  manuscripts	  that	  were	  used	  as	  models.	  The	  content	  of	  the	  notes	  is	  very	  similar.	  What	  we	  find	  there	  is,	  first	  of	  all,	   information	   about	   the	   translator,	  and	   secondly,	   considerations	   about	   the	  literary	  qualities	  of	  the	  translation.	  Thus,	  in	  Ar.	  2	  we	  find	  that	  the	  translator	  was	  ‘a	  priest	  Yaʿqūb’,	  whereas	  Ar.	  3	  is	  restricted	  to	  his	  glorification	  without	  giving	  any	  personal	   information.	  As	  for	  the	  literary	  quality,	  both	  notes	  unanimously	  extol	  the	  high	  spiritual	  value	  of	  the	  translation	  that	  was	  achieved	  through	  close	  following	  of	  the	  original	  Syriac	  text	  (so	  Ar.	  2)	  or	  through	  simplification	  (so	  Ar.	  
3).	  On	  comparing	  the	  content	  of	  the	  two	  notes,	  it	  becomes	  evident	  that	  both	  the	  translation’s	  author	  and	  the	  translation’s	  quality	  were	  available	  in	  the	  original	  note	  that	  was	  found	  by	  the	  two	  scribes.	  Furthermore,	  a	  reading	  of	  the	  two	  notes	  suggests	  that	  both	  scribes	  had	  at	  their	  disposal	  either	  an	  autograph	  or	  a	  very	  faithful	  copy	  thereof.	  
                                                                                                                95	  On	  that	  see	  below.	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The	  time-­‐‑span	  under	  consideration	  (end	  of	  the	  12th–14th	  c.)	  is	  known	  today	   as	   Coptic	   Arabic	   Renaissance,	   a	   period	   when	   the	   Coptic	   Christianity	  experienced	  a	  cultural	  and	  intellectual	  revival,	  with	  most	  of	  the	  literary	  output	  being	  in	  Arabic96.	  The	  Arabic	  translations	  of	  Syriac	  texts	  occupied	  a	  significant	  place	  in	  this	  movement.	  There	  are	  many	  indications	  that	  point	  at	  the	  period	  of	  the	  end	  of	  12th	  and	  the	  whole	  of	  13th	  century	  as	  a	  time	  when	  multiple	  Syriac	  texts	  were	  translated	  into	  Arabic97.	  That	  translation	  activity	  was,	   if	  not	  exclusively,	  associated	  with	  the	  monastery	  of	  Deir	  al-­‐‑Suryān	  that	  had	  close	  contacts	  with	  the	  Syro-­‐‑Mesopotamian	  region.	  For	  example,	  the	  works	  of	  Jacob	  of	  Serug98,	  John	  of	  Dalyatha99,	   Dadišoʿ	   Qaṭraya	   and	   Evagrius	   Ponticus100	   were	   all	   translated	  precisely	   during	   that	   period	   (12th–14th	   c.),	   and	  most	   probably	   by	   the	   Syriac	  Orthodox	   community	   of	   Deir	   al-­‐‑Suryān.	   Thus,	   the	   presence	   of	   the	   Arabic	  translation	   of	   the	   works	   of	   Isaac	   of	   Nineveh	   in	   Egypt	   fits	   into	   the	   general	  background	  of	  that	  time.	  	   The	  study	  of	  the	  library	  of	  Deir	  al-­‐‑Suryān	  conducted	  by	  Evelyn	  White	  shows	  that	  after	  a	  period	  of	  stagnation	  during	  the	  11th–12th	  century,	  the	  library’s	  activity	  improved	  and	  we	  see	  how	  by	  the	  end	  of	  the	  12th	  century	  (1194	  CE)	  the	  library	  was	  restored	  and	  new	  manuscripts	  entered	  the	  library	  during	  the	  visits	  of	  monks	   from	  the	  Syro-­‐‑Mesopotiamain	  region	   (esp.	  Ṭūr	   ʿAbdīn).	  During	   this	  time,	   the	   damaged	   manuscripts	   were	   also	   restored	   and	   new	   copies	   were	  produced101.	  One	  can	  even	  detect	  during	  this	  period	  a	  particular	  interest	  to	  the	  works	   of	   Isaac.	   Thus,	   from	   a	  marginal	   note	   on	  manuscript	   Add.	   14632	   that	  contains	  First	  Part	  (the	  manuscript	  was	  originally	  produced	  during	  the	  10th	  c.)	  we	  learn	  that	  two	  of	  its	  quires	  were	  restored	  by	  a	  certain	  Rabban	  Mattai	  from	  Ṭūr	  ʿAbdīn102.	  The	  same	  note	  informs	  us	  that	  approximately	  at	  the	  same	  time	  
                                                                                                                96	  Sidarus	  2010.	  97	  Rubenson	  1996,	  pp.	  11–13.	  98	  Samir	  1983,	  pp.	  240–242.	  99	  Graf	  1944,	  pp.	  434–436.	  100	  Samir	  1992,	  pp.	  139–141,	  Géhin	  2006,	  pp.	  95–96.	  101	  Evelyn	  White	  1932,	  pp.	  448-­‐‑450.	  102	  Wright	  1971,	  p.	  580.	  
526130-L-bw-Geurts
Processed on: 7-11-2018 PDF page: 277
Chapter  IV.  The  Book  of  Grace  
 257 
the	  abbot	  of	  the	  Deir	  al-­‐‑Suryān,	  Constantine,	  decided	  to	  resign	  from	  his	  office	  and	  moved	  to	  the	  monastery	  of	  St.	  Antony,	  where	  he	  took	  the	  volume	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  Furthermore,	  it	  is	  likely	  that	  by	  the	  13th	  century	  quite	  a	  large	  number	  of	  copies	  of	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  –	  of	  either	  East	  Syriac103	  or	  Melkite104	  provenance	  –	  were	  assembled	  at	  the	  monastery.	  It	  is	  not	  surprising	  that	  at	  the	  same	  time,	  and	  probably	  at	  Deir	  al-­‐‑Suryān,	  the	  first	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  copy	  of	  the	  First	  Part	  was	  produced	  (Vat.	  sir.	  124,	  the	  manuscript	  is	  datable	  to	  the	  14th	  c.).	  	  	   As	  we	  have	  seen,	  the	  earliest	  complete	  copy	  of	  the	  BG	  was	  produced	  at	  the	  monastery	  Noṭphō	  in	  Ṭūr	   ʿAbdīn105.	   Interestingly	  enough,	  that	  monastery	  seems	   to	   have	   been	   in	   contact	  with	   Deir	   al-­‐‑Suryān	   during	   the	   period	   under	  consideration.	   Some	  manuscripts	   suggest	   that	   they	  were	   produced	   either	   at	  Noṭphō	  (BL	  Add.	  17124)	  or	  for	  Noṭphō	  (BL	  Add.	  12133),	  and	  only	  later	  did	  they	  join	  the	  collection	  of	  the	  monastery	  in	  Wadi	  Natrun.	  There	  are	  at	  least	  two	  cases	  when	   during	   the	   period	   of	   13th–14th	   century	   the	   monks	   from	   the	   Noṭphō	  monastery	  travelled	  to	  Egypt	  (Petermann	  syr.	  23),	  and	  one	  of	  them	  donated	  a	  manuscript	  produced	  at	  his	  home	  monastery	  (BL	  Add.	  12173).	  It	  is	  very	  likely	  that	  the	  translation	  of	  the	  BG	  needs	  to	  be	  treated	  in	  the	  context	   of	   the	   extensive	   translation	   activity	   during	   the	   12th–14th	   century	   in	  Egypt.	  It	  goes	  without	  saying	  that	  there	  were	  also	  other,	  earlier	  translations	  of	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  that	  would	  have	  been	  already	  available	  there.	  The	  main	  point	  proposed	  here	  is	  that	  the	  BG	  was	  translated	  into	  Arabic	  in	  that	  period	  in	  Egypt	  as	  a	  part	  of	  the	  Fourth	  Part	  attributed	  to	  Isaac.	  	   Although	  we	  do	  not	  possess	  the	  precise	  historical	  evidence	  about	  the	  circumstances	  of	  when	  and	  where	  the	  BG	  was	  translated	  into	  Arabic,	  it	  is	  now	  possible	  to	  argue	  that	  it	  was	  translated	  together	  with	  other	  works	  that	  form	  the	  content	  of	  the	  Fourth	  Part.	  As	  for	  the	  probable	  location	  and	  date,	  Deir	  al-­‐‑Suryān	  and	   the	   period	   of	   the	   13th	   century	   should	   be	   considered	   as	   the	   most	   likely	  option.	  	  
                                                                                                                103	  Add.	  14633	  as	  well	  as	  earlier	  mentioned	  Add.	  14632.	  104	  Vat	  sir.	  125.	  105	  About	  the	  monastery,	  see,	  for	  example,	  Vööbus	  1960,	  p.	  229.	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b.	  Textual	  characteristics	  of	  the	  Arabic	  version	  and	  its	  affiliation	  
	  As	  demonstrated	  earlier,	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  had	  two	  main	  branches	  of	  its	  textual	  transmission,	   an	   authentic	   East	   Syriac	   one	   and	   a	   reworked	   Syrian	  Orthodox	  (textus	  receptus).	  Since	  the	  authentic	  recension	  of	  the	  text	  is	  lost	  and	  accessible	  only	   in	   a	   fragmentary	   form,	   it	   is	   of	   crucial	   significance	   to	   ascertain	  a	   textual	  affiliation	  of	  the	  Arabic	  translation.	  	   However,	   it	   is	   necessary	   to	   implement	  an	   examination	  of	   the	  Arabic	  version	  of	  the	  BG	  as	  represented	  by	  the	  extant	  witnesses	  in	  order	  to	  see	  if	  all	  of	  them	  provide	  an	  identical	  text.	  	   All	   the	  witnesses	  of	   the	  Arabic	  version	  provide	   identical	   form	  of	   the	  text.	  This	  observation	  implies	  that	  all	  of	  the	  extant	  copies	  derive	  from	  the	  same	  Arabic	  translation	  that	  was	  produced	  before	  the	  middle	  of	  the	  13th	  century.	  The	  text,	  however,	  is	  not	  complete,	  but	  breaks	  off	  at	  VI/82.	  The	  reason	  for	  such	  a	  defective	  state	  of	   the	   text	   is	  not	   clear,	  but	  one	  may	  consider	  as	  one	  possible	  explanation	  the	  situation	  when	  the	  manuscript	  from	  which	  all	  the	  extant	  copies	  derive	  was	  damaged.	  This	  assumption,	  however,	  contradicts	  the	  fact	  that	  as	  we	  have	  seen	  earlier,	  the	  autograph	  (or	  a	  copy	  thereof)	  was	  featuring	  a	  special	  note	  penned	  by	  the	  translator.	  The	  presence	  of	  the	  note	  following	  the	  text	  suggests	  that	  it	  was	  a	  translator’s	  decision	  not	  to	  go	  on	  after	  VI/82.	  It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	   from	   the	   point	   of	   view	   of	   the	   textual	   content,	   there	   is	   no	   internal	  discontinuity	  that	  could	  be	  considered	  responsible	  for	  the	  reduction	  of	  the	  text.	  	   Another	  important	  trait	  of	  the	  Arabic	  version	  consists	   in	  the	  chapter	  division.	  First	  of	  all,	  the	  chapter	  numbers	  are	  indicated	  not	  in	  the	  main	  text	  (as	  in	  the	  original	  Syriac	  verison),	  but	  in	  the	  margins106.	  The	  recent	  apographs	  tend	  to	  omit	  the	  chapter	  numbers	  altogether	  (so	  in	  Ar.	  5,	  Ar.	  6	  and	  Ar.	  8).	  Secondly,	  the	  division	  of	  chapters	  differs	  somewhat	  from	  the	  way	  in	  which	  the	  original	  
                                                                                                                106	  Due	  to	  the	  unavailability	  of	  the	  manuscript	  I	  was	  not	  able	  to	  examine	  how	  the	  chapter	  numbers	  are	  indicated.	  In	  other	  manuscript	  copies	  the	  chapter	  numbers	  are	  indicated	  using	  Coptic	  (Ar.	  2),	  Syriac	  (Ar.	  4)	  and	  Arabic	  (Ar.	  3)	  letters.	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Syriac	  text	  is	  divided.	  If	  we	  look	  at	  the	  first	  Century,	  we	  see	  that	  some	  chapters	  merged	  two	  (or	  more)	  chapters	  (1–3,	  9–10,	  54–55,	  92–93,	  96–97),	  while	  others	  are	  present	  divided	  into	  two	  parts	  (28,	  40,	  41,	  45,	  47,	  73);	  and,	   finally,	  some	  chapters	   are	   simply	   missing	   (18,	   32–33,	   70).	   Remarkably,	   despite	   such	  considerable	  divergences	  the	  total	  number	  of	  the	  chapters	  is	  100.	  Nevertheless,	  given	  the	  fact	  that	  some	  chapters	  are	  missing,	  it	  seems	  that	  the	  chapter	  division	  and	   the	   numeration	  was	   done	  post	   factum,	   i.e.	   after	   the	   Arabic	   version	  was	  produced.	  	   A	  comparison	  of	  the	  Arabic	  version	  with	  extant	  witnesses	  of	  the	  Syriac	  text	  allows	  us	  to	  conclude	  that	  it	  represents	  the	  textus	  receptus	  of	  the	  BG.	  This	  can	  be	  observed	  both	  on	  the	  level	  of	  the	  composition	  and	  on	  the	  level	  of	  the	  text	  form.	  For	  example,	  the	  Arabic	  translation	  omits	  chapter	  15	  of	  Century	  IV	  similar	  to	  all	  the	  witnesses	  of	  the	  textus	  receptus.	  To	  demonstrate	  the	  affiliation	  of	  the	  text	  form	  of	  the	  Arabic	  version,	  it	  will	  suffice	  to	  analyze	  one	  example.	  	  BG	  II/29	  Jerusalem,	   Monastery	   of	  St.	  Mark	  182,	  f.	  [253v]107	   Mingana	   syr.	   86,	   f.	  15v+13r	   textus	  receptus	  
@"P  *Q5W݂h  ܐܢ  *a݁ܬܝ  @YZp  
ܐ@B9܇  ܐ@1&݁ܘ=A  ܐ@A݂ܝ  
ܐܘܗܠ  @2A݁ܡ  ܐ^^ܡ܆  ܘ=P  
!19  *e#ܩ  ܐ@Z5p  !a:Bܐܪ  
Fa*?  ܐ@SI܇  FQA݁%9  *W݂S}  
%U  ܐ^^ܡ  ܐ@Z5"2"I܇  !G  
*Heh  B=I  !a@&݁ܘ!I܆  ^ܢ  
ܐ@?  ܐ@Z5"2I  *&݂!&݁ܘܢ  %p  
ܐ@Z5p܆  ܘ݁ܬ8l݁O݂q  ܐ@YA݁*T"U  
^  8aܬ/  @eT\  :5B<  *["A*9  
ܕܐ0&ܘܝ  @t  =H#0#ܬ/  
ܘܐܪO_  !]%&ܗ  ܕܐ@I/܇  %9  
ܕ%NܕD9  %U  =Ḧ9  D"Q̈"9.  
ܘܕ*S"̈&/  ܘF"̈A<  %["̈t  ܐ^  
8a:9  %[#ܬܗ  !&*5#ܬ/  
ܘ8&FIܕ  @W1"]<  ܕܐ0&ܪF#܆  
%QIܘܢ  ^!A89  ܘ%QIܘܢ  
@&ܘܪܨ/  ܕ:W"̈a/.    ܘ8[#ܨ  
FG  ܬ*5#ܬ/  ܐ*k  
^  8aܬ/  @eT\  :5B<.  
*["A*9  ܕܐ0&ܘܝ  @t  
=H#0#ܬ/.  ܘܐܪO_  @2G  %̣U  
D"Q9  !]%&ܗ  ܕܐ@I/.  %9  
ܕ%NܕD9  %̣U  =Ḧ9  D"Q̈"9.  ܐ^  
8a:9  %[#ܬܗ  !&*5#ܬ/.  
=Ḧ9  O"B  ܕD"Q9.  F1I  ܕD"Q9  
%[1TQ"U  DG  ܐܘ@l8̈"U.  
ܘJA*̈H9  FG  ܬ*5#ܬ/  :Q"Y"U.  
FA%9  @QH1&/  ܐ=Bܬ/ 	  
                                                                                                                107	   The	   English	   translation	  was	   deliberately	   adjusted	   to	  match	  with	   the	   Syriac	   original,	   and	   did	  neglect	  some	  slight	  nuances	  in	  the	  meaning.	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!a@l݁ܘܐ*\܆  ܘܗܡ  %e&݁JB*U  
ܐ@&݁ܘ!I  ܐ@h  ܐD݂B  8T1&݁ܗܡ 	   ܕ!HBܘ*#ܬܗ.    =Ḧ9  O"B  ܕD"̈Q"9   F1I  ܕD"Q9  %[1TQ"U  DG  
ܐܘ@l8̈"U.  ܘF1I  %̇"&*U  ܘ=̇a*U  
FA%9  @Y5B<.  ܘFSIܕ<  :Q"Y"U  
JA*̈H9 FG 	   ܬ*5#ܬ/  FA%9  
@QH1&/  ܐ=Bܬ/ 	  The	   monk	   who	   has	   been	  deemed	   worthy	   of	  dispassion	   and	   has	  perceived	   in	   a	  supernatural	   way	   the	  great	   mysteries	   of	   God,	  should	  not	  fall	  into	  despair	  when	  he	  is	  being	  defeated	  by	  natural	  passions;	  rather	  he	   should	  heal	  his	  wound	  by	  repentance.	  The	  natural	  passion	   strengthens	  nature	   and	   oppress	   the	  saints	  with	  sufferings.	  And	  those	   are	   in	   need	   of	  repentance	  until	  their	  final	  breath.	  
The	  monk,	  who	  has	  been	  deemed	   worthy	   of	  dispassion	   and	   has	  perceived	   the	   sublime	  realities	   of	   God,	   should	  not	  fall	  into	  despair	  when	  he	   is	   being	   defeated	   by	  natural	  passions,	  personal	  traits	   and	   foibles;	   rather,	  he	  should	  heal	  his	  wound	  by	  repentance.	  He	  should	  recall	   those	   perfect	   ones	  who	   stumbled:	   some	   to	  perdition	  and	  others	   to	   a	  rectification	   of	  many	   and	  they	   persisted	   in	  repentance	   as	   in	   the	  beginning.	   The	   natural	  passions	   strengthen	  nature	   along	   with	   all	  sufferings.	   And	   thereby	  (monks)	   either	   die	   or	  survive	  until	  (the	  end	  of)	  the	   struggle.	   Therefore,	  even	  the	  saints	  are	  in	  need	  
The	   monk	   who	   has	   been	  deemed	   worthy	   of	  dispassion	   and	   has	  perceived	   in	   a	  supernatural	   way	   the	  sublime	   realities	   of	   God,	  should	  not	  fall	  into	  despair	  when	  he	  is	  being	  defeated	  by	   natural	   passions;	  rather,	  he	   should	  heal	  his	  wound	  by	  repentance.	  The	  natural	   passions	  strengthen	   nature	   along	  with	   all	   sufferings.	   Even	  the	   saints	   are	   in	   need	   of	  repentance	  until	  their	  last	  breath.	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of	   repentance	   until	   their	  last	  breath.	  	  	  Comparison	   of	   the	   three	   texts	   makes	   it	   clear	   that	   the	   Arabic	   translation	  definitely	  depends	  on	  the	  textus	  receptus,	  and	  there	  is	  absolutely	  no	  possibility	  to	  affiliate	  it	  with	  the	  authentic	  East	  Syriac	  recension	  of	  the	  text.	  The	  text	  of	  the	  Arabic	   version	   has	   the	   same	   abridged	   character	   as	   witnessed	   by	   the	   textus	  
receptus	  and	  omits	  the	  same	  phrases	  from	  the	  East	  Syriac	  recension.	  Moreover,	  one	  should	  pay	  attention	  to	  a	  paraphrastic	  translation	  of	  b-­‐‑ramātā	  d-­‐‑allāhā	  (‘the	  sublime	  things	  of	  God’)	  as	  b-­‐‑asrār	   ʿāẓāʾim	  allāh	  (‘the	  great	  mysteries	  of	  God’)	  and	  to	  a	  peculiar	  reading	  of	  kull	  ʾūlṣānayn	  as	  pertaining	  to	  a	  different	  sentence.	  	   The	  discerned	  relationship	  between	  the	  Arabic	  version	  and	  the	  textus	  
receptus	  can	  be	  easily	  observed	  throughout	  the	  text,	  and	  thus	  there	  can	  be	  no	  doubt	  that	  the	  Arabic	  translation	  was	  based	  on	  textus	  receptus.	  Consequently,	  the	  Arabic	  version	  bears	  no	  independent	  value	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  authentic	  East	  Syriac	   recension	  and	  can	  be	   treated	  only	   in	   the	  context	  of	   the	  dissemination	  history	  of	  the	  textus	  receptus.	  	  
6.	  Transmission	  history	  of	  the	  BG	  	  Having	   presented	   the	  evidence	   of	   both	   the	   original	   Syriac	   text	   of	   BG	   and	   its	  Arabic	  translation,	  we	  ought	  to	  try	  to	  reconstruct	  (as	  much	  as	  the	  manuscript	  witnesses	  allow	  us)	  the	  history	  of	  the	  transmission	  of	  the	  BG,	  while	  revealing	  its	  main	  traits.	  	   The	   general	   character	   of	   the	   textual	   transmission	   of	   the	   BG	   can	   be	  approached	   on	   two	   levels,	   an	   internal	   one	   (text	   form)	   and	   an	   external	   one	  (composition	  of	  the	  manuscripts).	  On	  the	  one	  hand,	  from	  the	  point	  of	  view	  of	  the	  internal	  evidence	  we	  can	  state	  that	  in	  the	  course	  of	  its	  manuscript	  transmission	  the	   text	   of	   the	   BG	   underwent	   a	   significant	   editorial	   intervention.	   That	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intervention	   appears	   to	   have	   happened	   at	   a	   particular	   moment	   and	   was	  implemented	  by	  a	  particular	  person	  because	  the	  manuscript	  evidence	  clearly	  provides	  only	  one	  of	  the	  two	  text	  forms.	  The	  editorial	  intervention	  was	  aimed	  at	  making	   the	   text	   more	   accessible	   for	   the	   readers,	   greatly	   by	   means	   of	  abridgments	  and	  simplifications.	  A	  distinction	  between	  the	  two	  versions	  of	  the	  BG	  allows	  us	  to	  postulate	  the	  existence	  of	  two	  different	  recensions	  (an	  authentic	  East	   Syriac,	   and	   one	   reworked	   in	   the	   Syrian	   Orthodox	   milieu,	   the	   textus	  
receptus).	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  from	  the	  point	  of	  view	  of	  the	  composition	  of	  the	  manuscripts	   that	   preserved	   the	   BG,	   we	   can	   observe	   that	   the	   text	   was	  transmitted	  as	  a	  part	  of	  two	  different	  collections	  of	  texts.	  Next	  to	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG,	  one	  of	  the	  collections	  contained	  Gnostic	  Chapters	  as	  well	  as	  some	  other	  texts	  of	   Šemʿōn	   and	   Isaac,	   while	   the	   other	   one	   includes	   the	  First	   Part	   of	   Isaac	   of	  Nineveh	  and	  the	  work	  On	  Stillness	  by	  Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā.	  	   While	  consulting	  the	  extant	  witnesses	  we	  see	  that	  it	  is	  not	  possible	  to	  establish	  a	  clear-­‐‑cut	  correspondence	  between	  the	  recension,	  the	  composition	  and	  the	  manuscript	  affiliation.	  It	  would	  be	  wrong	  to	  infer,	  for	  example,	  that	  any	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  witness	  represents	  the	  textus	  receptus	  and	  that	  it	  contains	  the	  
First	  Part	  by	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  as	  well	  as	  On	  Stillness	  by	  Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā.	  The	  actual	   transmission	   of	   the	   text	   was	   much	   more	   diverse,	   and	   we	   are	   in	   the	  fortunate	  position	  to	  be	  able	  to	  trace	  at	  least	  some	  main	  of	  its	  lines.	  	   Let	   us	   start	  with	   the	   authentic	   text	   of	   the	  BG.	   The	   text	   authored	   by	  Šemʿōn	  sometime	  in	  the	  second	  half	  of	  the	  7th	  century	  was	  well-­‐‑known	  to	  later	  authors.	  It	  may	  even	  have	  occupied	  an	  important	  place	  among	  the	  texts	  included	  in	   the	   reading	   list	   of	   the	   East	   Syriac	   monks	   at	   least	   up	   to	   the	   10th	   century	  (quotations	  in	  Elias	  of	  Anbar).	  We	  do	  not	  know	  any	  details	  about	  the	  particular	  character	  of	  the	  manuscript’s	  transmission	  of	  the	  BG	  up	  till	  the	  10th	  century	  (as	  a	   standalone	  work,	   within	   a	   collection	   of	   the	  works	   of	   Šemʿōn,	   or	   within	   a	  collection	  of	  other	  monastic	  texts).	  Nevertheless,	  as	  early	  as	  the	  10th	  century	  the	  BG	  begins	  to	  be	  associated	  with	  other	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  as	  well	  as	  with	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  and	  in	  particular,	  with	  his	  Gnostic	  Chapters.	  Apparently,	  the	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BG	  and	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  formed	  a	  collection	  of	  monastic	  texts	  that	  by	  no	  means	  remained	  stable,	  but	  evolved	  over	  time,	  incorporating	  new	  texts	  and	  transforming	  the	  texts	  already	  included.	  	  	   It	  is	  that	  sort	  of	  collection	  that	  became	  available	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu	  in	  the	  13th	  century,	  the	  time	  when	  the	  BG	  was	  borrowed	  and	  the	  textus	  
receptus	   was	   produced.	   The	   text	   of	   the	   BG	   must	   have	   appeared	   to	   be	   too	  complicated	  for	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  monks	  at	  that	  time,	  and	  for	  that	  reason,	  a	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  editor	  modified	  it	  and	  eventually	  produced	  what	  one	  today	  can	  term	  the	  textus	  receptus,	  i.e.	   the	  standard	  text	  version	  of	  the	  BG	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	   milieu.	   Once	   completed,	   the	   BG	   appears	   in	   manuscripts	   that	   also	  contain	   the	  work	  On	  Stillness	  by	  Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā	  and	   the	  First	  Part	  by	   Isaac.	  Unfortunately,	   the	   available	   evidence	   does	   not	   clarify	   the	   question	   if	   that	  collection	  already	  existed	  in	  the	  East	  Syrian	  tradition	  or	  if	   it	  came	  into	  being	  after	  the	  BG	  was	  borrowed.	  Due	  to	  the	  lack	  of	  supporting	  evidence,	  it	  is	  justified	  to	  argue	  that	  that	  collection	  of	  East	  Syriac	  works	  was	  put	  together	  for	  the	  first	  time	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu.	  	   Interestingly,	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  was	  circulating	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu	  not	  only	  in	  its	  modified	  form,	  but	  also	  in	  the	  authentic	  version.	  Although	  the	   available	  evidence	   is	   quite	   limited,	   this	  must	   have	  been	   an	   intermediary	  stage	   during	   the	   text’s	   transmission.	   The	  BG	   appears	   always	   in	   combination	  with	  other	  works	  by	  Šemʿōn	  and	  with	  the	  Gnostic	  Chapters	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  	   In	  all	   likelihood,	  after	  the	  composition	  of	  the	  textus	  receptus,	   the	  text	  was	  extracted	  from	  the	  original	  collection,	  which	  explains	  why	  we	  normally	  do	  not	   come	  across	   other	  works	   of	  Šemʿōn	   and	   the	  Gnostic	   Chapters	   of	   Isaac	   of	  Nineveh	  in	  regular	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  witnesses.	  	   Fortunately,	  we	  have	  at	  our	  disposal	  textual	  evidence	  of	  the	  modified	  version	  of	  the	  BG,	  prior	  to	  it	  losing	  connection	  to	  the	  original	  collection.	  I	  refer	  here	  to	  the	  Arabic	  translation	  of	  the	  BG,	  which,	  if	  my	  understanding	  is	  correct,	  has	  preserved	  one	  of	  the	  versions	  of	  the	  East	  Syriac	  collection,	  including	  the	  BG,	  
526130-L-bw-Geurts
Processed on: 7-11-2018 PDF page: 284
Chapter  IV.  The  Book  of  Grace  
 264 
other	  works	  by	  Šemʿōn	  as	  well	  as	  the	  Gnostic	  Chapters	  by	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  all	  in	  the	  form	  of	  the	  Arabic	  Fourth	  Part	  of	  the	  four-­‐‑volume	  corpus	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  	  
7.	  Authorship	  	  The	  issue	  of	  the	  BG’s	  authorship	  is	  of	  pivotal	  importance	  among	  the	  questions	  that	   surround	   the	   text.	   So	   far	   there	   have	   been	   two	   opposing	   positions.	   One	  (represented	   by	   Vööbus	   and	   Bunge)	   follows	   the	   manuscript	   tradition	   that	  explicitly	  attribute	  the	  text	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  The	  other	  (represented	  by	  Miller	  and	  Bettiolo)	  applies	  a	  critical	  approach	  to	  the	  text	  and	  argues	  that	  the	  BG	  was	  in	   fact	  written	   by	   Isaac’s	   contemporary,	   Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh.	   Both	   sides	   have	  proposed	  a	  number	  of	  arguments	  in	  support	  of	  their	  position.	  Let	  us	  first	  shortly	  overview	  the	  arguments	  from	  each	  side	  and	  then	  discuss	  the	  issue	  in	  the	  context	  of	  the	  results	  of	  the	  present	  study.	  	  
a.	  Earlier	  proposed	  hypotheses	  	  Arthur	  Vööbus,	  while	  presenting	  the	  newly	  found	  text	  attributed	  to	  a	  famous	  Syriac	  author,	   followed	   the	   indication	   found	   in	   the	  manuscripts,	  and	  once	  he	  noticed	  the	  general	  parallels	  between	  the	  BG	  and	  the	  known	  works	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh108,	  simply	  maintained	  the	  authorship	  of	  Isaac.	  Gabriel	  Bunge	  deals	  with	  the	  issue	  of	  the	  authorship	  at	  some	  length	  and	  devotes	  a	  special	  section	  in	  his	  article	  to	  it109.	  According	  to	  Bunge,	  the	  author	  of	  the	  BG	  must	  have	  been	  mentioned	  by	  Joseph	  Ḥazzāyā	  in	  his	  Fifth	  Letter	  (where	  we	  find	  a	  number	  of	  quotations	  from	  the	  BG110),	  but	  due	  to	  the	  text’s	  circulation	  
                                                                                                                108	  Vööbus	  1972,	  p.	  312:	  ‘Inhaltlich	  bewegt	  sich	  die	  Schrift	  auf	  den	  Bahnen	  der	  Grundgedanken	  Isḥāqs’.	  109	  Bunge	  1985,	  pp.	  11–13.	  110	  See	  above.	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in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu,	  the	  name	  of	  the	  East	  Syriac	  author	  was	  ignored	  Although	   Bunge	   was	   aware	   that	   the	   extant	   manuscript	   copies	   of	   the	   BG	  attributing	  the	  text	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  are	  of	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  provenance	  and	  that	   the	   text	   preserved	   there	   is	   different	   from	   the	   other	   witnesses,	   he	  nevertheless	  accepts	  the	  attribution	  in	  those	  manuscripts	  and	  further	  supports	  it	   by	  means	   of	  a	   reference	   to	   the	  Arabic	   version	  where	   the	   name	  of	   Isaac	   is	  explicitly	  indicated.	  Turning	  to	  Mingana	  syr.	  86,	  Bunge	  considers	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  works	   of	   Isaac	  were	   there	   alongside	   the	   BG	   as	   another	   proof	   of	   Isaac’s	  authorship	  of	  the	  text.	  Then	  Bunge	  moves	  to	  the	  internal	  evidence	  and	  argues	  that	  the	  authorship	  of	  Isaac	  is	  unequivocally	  testified	  by	  the	  similar	  style	  and	  spirituality.	   Bunge	   finds	   a	   final	   piece	   of	   evidence	   in	   two	   autobiographical	  passages	   (IV/50	  and	  51).	  The	  scholar	  claims	   that	   the	  data	  provided	  by	   those	  texts	  precisely	  corresponds	  to	  what	  we	  know	  about	  Isaac	  from	  the	  account	  of	  Išōʿdnaḥ	  of	  Baṣrā111.	  Dana	  Miller,	  writing	  before	  Bunge,	  nonetheless	  deals	  with	  the	  same	  (but	  not	  all)	  problematic	  points.	  He	  proposes	  a	  quite	  different	  interpretation.	  Miller	  concurs	  with	  Bunge	  that	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  is	  quite	  similar	  to	  original	  works	  by	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  not	  only	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  terminology	  but	  also	  with	  regard	  to	  its	  inherent	  teaching.	  However,	  a	  further	  study	  of	  the	  BG	  allows	  him	  to	  argue	  that	   the	   text,	   ‘although	   an	   extremely	   interesting	   work	   containing	   many	  profound	  insight,	  has	  neither	  the	  same	  spiritual	  quality,	  nor	  the	  same	  interior	  ring	   and	   profound	   clarity	   as	   the	   Ascetic	   Homilies’112.	   Furthermore,	   some	  elements	  of	   its	  style,	  namely	  its	   ‘tenuous	  and	  rambling’	  character	  are	  at	  odds	  with	  Isaac.	  Miller	  observes	  that	  although	  we	  are	  in	  the	  possession	  of	  some	  old	  manuscripts	  of	  the	  Ascetic	  Homilies	  –	  some	  dating	  back	  to	  the	  10th	  century	  –	  the	  earliest	  manuscript	  of	  the	  BG	  comes	  from	  the	  13th	  century113.	  Secondly,	  he	  finds	  
                                                                                                                111	  Bunge	  1985,	  p.	  12:	  ‘Innere	  Gründe	  sprechen	  jedoch	  u.	  E.	  eindeutig	  für	  eine	  Verfasserschaft	  Isaaks,	  und	  zwar	  nicht	  nur	  der	  Stil	  und	  die	  ganze	  Spiritualität	  der	  Sentenzen,	  sondern	  vor	  allem	  zwei	  offensichtlich	  autobiographische	  Texte’.	  112	  [Miller]	  1984,	  p.	  lxxxii.	  113	  He	  refers	  to	  Mardin	  Orth.	  196.	  
526130-L-bw-Geurts
Processed on: 7-11-2018 PDF page: 286
Chapter  IV.  The  Book  of  Grace  
 266 
no	  internal	  evidence	  to	  prove	  Isaac’s	  authorship.	  And	  thirdly,	  the	  key	  term	  of	  the	  BG,	  theoria,	  is	  used	  ‘in	  the	  sense	  of	  intuition	  or	  deep	  reflection,	  not	  God-­‐‑inspired	  vision	   as	   Saint	   Isaac	   uses	   it’.	   While	   analysing	   an	   autobiographical	   passage	  (IV/51),	   Miller	   comes	   across	   some	   facts	   that	   do	   not	   correspond	   with	   the	  information	  known	  about	  the	  life	  of	  Isaac.	  We	  are	  told	  that	  Isaac	  retired	  from	  the	  Mountain	  Matut	  to	  the	  monastery	  only	  after	  he	  became	  blind	  and	  was	  very	  aged.	  That	  makes	  it	  quite	  improbable	  that	  Isaac	  after	  his	  retirement	  could	  visit	  an	  elder	  on	  the	  mountain,	  as	  described	  in	  the	  passage.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  there	  is	  an	  apparent	  similarity	  between	  the	  BG	  and	  the	  text	  by	  Šemʿōn	  published	  by	  Mingana114.	  Furthermore,	  since	  Šemʿōn	  lived	  in	  the	  monastery	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr	  in	  the	  neighbourhood	  of	  the	  mountain	  Matut,	  it	  is	  quite	  reasonable	  to	  see	  in	  him	  the	  author	  of	  IV/50	  and	  IV/51.	  And	  finally,	  the	  epithet	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  name	  should	  be	  interpreted	  as	  ‘Šemʿōn	  [who	  wrote	  the	  Book]	  of	  Grace’.	  Miller	  concludes	  that	  a	  close	  personal	  connection	  between	  Isaac	  and	  Šemʿōn	  might	  be	  the	  reason	  that	  Šemʿōn	  ‘was	  strongly	  influenced	  by	  his	  [sc.	  Isaac’s]	  writings’.	  	   Paolo	  Bettiolo,	   following	  the	  line	  of	  study	  set	  by	  Miller,	  offered	  some	  other	  sound	  arguments	  that	  strongly	  prove	  the	  authorship	  of	  Šemʿōn115.	  In	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  that	  dates	  back	  to	  the	  10th	  century	  we	  can	  find	  not	  only	  some	  chapters	  from	  the	  work	  published	  by	  Mingana,	  but	  also	  a	  selection	  of	  chapters	  from	  the	  BG.	  This	  manuscript	  offers	  the	  name	  of	  the	  author	  of	  those	  selected	  chapters,	  namely	  Šemʿōn.	  Another	  two	  quotations	  from	  the	  BG	  with	  an	  explicit	  indication	  of	   Šemʿōn’s	   name	   were	   found	   in	   the	   Commentary	   on	   Kephalaia	   Gnostica	   of	  
Evagrius	  Ponticus.	  Bettiolo	  reiterates	  the	  account	  of	  Bar	   Ebrōyō	  and	  stresses	  the	  point	  that	  there	  must	  have	  been	  certain	  ambiguity	  in	  the	  attribution	  of	  some	  texts	   either	   to	   Šemʿōn	   or	   to	   Isaac.	   Bettiolo	   concludes	   by	   making	   some	  observations	  about	  the	  historical	  relation	  between	  the	  two	  authors,	  who	  were	  contemporaries	   and	   probably	  were	   also	   related	   to	   the	   same	   location	   in	   the	  region	   of	   Bēth	   Hūzāyyē:	   Isaac	   first	   resided	   at	   the	   Matut	   mountain	   and	  
                                                                                                                114	  The	  autobiographical	  passages	  were	  treated	  earlier	  in	  Chapter	  I.	  115	  Bettiolo	  1988/9,	  pp.	  116–118.	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afterwards	   lived	   in	   the	  monastery	   of	  Rabban	   Šabūr,	  while	   Šemʿōn	  was	  most	  probably	  a	  monk	  in	  the	  same	  monastery	  and	  visited	  the	  Matut	  mountain.	  	   There	  can	  be	  no	  doubt	  that	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  and	  an	  anonymous	  East	  Syriac	  
Commentary	  on	  Kephalaia	  Gnostica	  of	  Evagrius	  Ponticus,	  which	  provide	  either	  fragments	   (Sinai	   syr.	   14)	   or	   quotations	   (Commentary)	   from	   the	   BG	  with	   an	  explicit	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn,	  are	  our	  two	  solid	  pieces	  of	  evidence	  supporting	  the	  thesis	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  authorship.	  	  	  
b.	  The	  evidence	  of	  the	  manuscript	  tradition	  	  The	  evidence	  found	  by	  Bettiolo	  contains	  explicit	  reliable	  references	  to	  Šemʿōn	  as	  the	  author	  of	  the	  BG.	  In	  the	  context	  of	  the	  present	  study	  it	  was	  not	  possible	  to	  find	  additional	  evidence	  of	  the	  same	  value.	  However,	  our	  investigation	  of	  the	  manuscript	  transmission	  of	  the	  text	  allows	  us	  to	  bring	  forward	  some	  important	  observations	  on	  the	  history	  of	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG.	  The	  transmission	  history	  of	  the	  BG	  does	  not	  offer	  further	  evidence	  of	  the	  original	  author’s	  identity,	  but	  it	  does	  nevertheless	  explain	  clearly	  the	  reattribution	  of	  the	  text	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  	   Two	  sources	  that	  attest	  to	  the	  authentic	  name	  of	  the	  author	  of	  the	  BG	  are	   non-­‐‑Syrian	   Orthodox.	   Namely,	   Sinai	   syr.	   14,	   a	   Syriac	   Chalcedonian	  manuscript,	   whereas	   an	   anonymous	   East	   Syriac	   Commentary	   on	   Kephalaia	  
Gnostica	  of	  Evagrius	  Ponticus	  can	  be	  found	  in	  an	  East	  Syriac	  manuscript	  from	  the	  13th	   century.	   Except	   for	   those	   two	  witnesses	   all	   other	   evidence	   is	   of	   Syrian	  Orthodox	  origin.	  This	  fact	   leads	  us	  to	  consider	  closely	  the	  possibility	  that	  the	  reattribution	  of	  the	  BG	  occurred	  in	  the	  Syriac	  Orthodox	  tradition	  when	  the	  text	  was	  borrowed	  from	  the	  East	  Syriac	  milieu.	  	   A	  previous	  study	  of	  the	  manuscript	  transmission	  of	  the	  BG	  highlighted	  the	  fact	  that	  as	  far	  as	  the	  extant	  manuscript	  witnesses	  are	  concerned	  the	  BG	  was	  transmitted	  within	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition,	  between	  the	  10th	  and	  13th	  century,	  in	  particular,	  in	  combination	  with	  the	  Gnostic	  Chapters	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  We	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cannot	  exclude	  the	  possibility	  that	  the	  text	  was	  sometimes	  transmitted	  not	  in	  combination	  with	  the	  Gnostic	  Chapters,	  but	  rather	  either	  alone	  or	  together	  with	  other	  ascetic	  and	  mystical	  works.	  In	  drawing	  our	  conclusions,	  however,	  we	  fully	  depend	  on	  the	  evidence	  provided	  by	  the	  extant	  manuscripts.	  	   To	  be	  more	  precise	  one	  should	  add	  that	  apparently	  two	  texts,	  the	  BG	  and	  Gnostic	  Chapters,	   constituted	  only	  one	  part,	   certainly	   the	  major	  one,	  of	  a	  collection	   of	   monastic	   works.	   The	   extant	   manuscripts	   suggest	   that	   that	  collection	  did	  not	  have	  a	  strictly	  fixed	  content.	  However,	  it	  is	  safe	  to	  maintain	  that	  it	  consisted	  of	  various	  works	  by	  two	  authors,	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  and	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  A	  comprehensive	  study	  of	  that	  collection	  certainly	  merits	  a	  study	  on	  its	  own	  right.	  In	  order	  to	  explain	  the	  reattribution	  of	  the	  authorship	  of	  the	  BG,	  it	  suffices	  to	  refer	  to	  the	  Arabic	  Fourth	  Part	  of	  Isaac	  that	  can	  be	  considered	  as	  a	  later	  representative	  of	  that	  collection.	  	  Apparently,	  when	  that	  collection	  reached	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu,	  the	  name	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  was	  already	  known	  there.	  Also	  a	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  
vita	  of	  Isaac	  was	  produced	  there	  in	  order	  to	  promote	  an	  orthodox	  affiliation	  of	  the	  author.	  	  Thus,	  when	  a	   new	   collection	   of	  works	  attributed	   to	   the	   two	   authors	  came	  into	  circulation	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu,	  the	  name	  of	  Isaac	  did	  not	  require	  any	  alterations,	  whereas	   the	  unknown	  name	  of	   the	  author	  of	   the	  BG	  apparently	  could	  not	  be	  equally	  tolerated.	  The	  solution	  was	  ready	  at	  hand,	  given	  the	  presence	  of	  the	  works	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  in	  the	  same	  collection.	  The	  date	  of	  the	   reattribution	   corresponds	   to	   the	   moment	   when	   the	   textus	   receptus	   was	  produced,	  i.e.	  sometime	  in	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  13th	  century	  or	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  12th	  century	  at	  the	  earliest.	  	  	  	  
526130-L-bw-Geurts
Processed on: 7-11-2018 PDF page: 289
Chapter  IV.  The  Book  of  Grace  
 269 
8.	  Considerations	  for	  the	  preparation	  of	  a	  critical	  edition	  	  ‘The	  business	  of	  textual	  criticism	  is	  to	  produce	  a	  text	  as	  close	  as	  possible	  to	  the	  original’.	   Paul	   Maas’	   classical	   description	   of	   the	   object	   of	   textual	   criticism	  according	  to	  the	  stemmatic	  method,	  stipulating	  the	  ‘vertical’	  derivation	  of	  one	  copy	   from	   another	  was	  met	  with	   strong	   critique.	   Both	   classical	   and	   biblical	  scholars	   prefer	   to	   abstain	   from	  attaining	   a	   hypothetical	   archetype	   (which	   in	  some	  cases	  might	  not	  have	  existed	  at	  all)	   in	  favour	  of	  dealing	  with	  the	  extant	  witnesses	  that	  document	  the	  earliest	  stage	  of	  the	  established	  text	  form116.	  In	  the	  field	   of	   Oriental	   studies,	   the	   limits	   of	   the	   stemmatic	   approach	   were	  demonstrated	  by	  Witkam,	  who	  concludes	  his	  study	  arguing	  that	  ‘it	  is	  hardly	  ever	  possible	  to	  establish	  in	  practice	  a	  carefree	  and	  unstrained	  stemma’117.	  The	  case	  of	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  provides	  us	  with	  one	  such	  complicated	  issue	  that	  cannot	  be	  treated	  according	  to	  the	  classical	  approach	  of	  the	  textual	  criticism.	  The	   process	   of	   the	   restoration	   of	   the	   ‘original’	   text	   begins	   with	   the	  
recensio.	  While	  establishing	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  extant	  manuscripts	  we	  can	  eliminate	   those	  witnesses	   that	  derive	   from	  the	  existing	  manuscripts	  and	  which	   have,	   therefore,	   no	   independent	   value.	   In	   this	   way,	   it	   is	   possible	   ‘to	  reconstruct	   from	   the	   evidence	   of	   the	   surviving	   manuscripts	   the	   earliest	  recoverable	  form	  of	  the	  text	  which	  lies	  behind	  them’118.	  Applying	  that	  method	  to	  the	  extant	  evidence	  of	  the	  BG	  one	  needs	  to	  deal	  with	  two	  different	  recensions.	  The	  East	  Syriac	  one	  provides	  us	  with	  the	  original	  version	  of	  the	  text,	  while	  the	  
textus	  receptus	  was	  produced	  after	  the	  text	  had	  been	  borrowed	  by	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	   tradition.	   Unfortunately,	   as	   we	   have	   seen	   above,	   the	   remaining	  evidence	   for	   the	   East	   Syriac	   recension	   represents	   roughly	   one	   fourth	   of	   the	  entire	   text.	   Hence,	   while	   preparing	   a	   critical	   edition	   and	   complementing	   by	  
                                                                                                                116	  West	  1998,	  p.	  94,	  Tov	  2001,	  p.	  288.	  117	  Witkam	  1988,	  p.	  98.	  118	  Reynolds	  /	  Wilson	  1974,	  p.	  186.	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means	  of	  a	  recourse	  to	  the	  textus	  receptus	  the	  lacking	  part	  of	  the	  authentic	  text,	  one	  would	  produce	  a	  compound	  text	  that	  in	  fact	  never	  existed.	  	  The	  crucial	  point	  in	  the	  textual	  transmission	  of	  the	  BG	  is	  the	  production	  of	  the	  textus	  receptus	  around	  the	  13th	  century.	  The	  textus	  receptus	  provides	  us	  with	  a	  homogenous	  text	  that	  after	  being	  borrowed	  by	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition	  enjoyed	  significant	  popularity	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu	  and	  was	  used	  as	  one	   of	   the	   standard	   texts	   for	   monastic	   instruction.	   The	   text	   may	  well	   have	  occupied	   an	   authoritative	   position	   in	   the	   Syrian	  Orthodox	   tradition	   and	   one	  cannot	   dismiss	   its	   value	   only	   due	   to	   the	   fact	   that	   it	   is	   a	  modification	   of	   the	  original	  work.	  	  The	  elucidation	  of	  the	  problems	  that	  arise	  when	  critically	  dealing	  with	  the	   BG	   provide	   grounds	   for	   the	   following	   practical	   issues	   relevant	   for	   the	  production	  of	  the	  critical	  edition:	  	  	  1)	   both	   recensions	   need	   to	   be	   edited,	   as	   they	   represent	   two	  branches	   of	   its	  transmission;	  2)	  since	  the	  East	  Syriac	  recension	  is	  preserved	  only	  partially,	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  take	  the	  textus	  receptus	  as	  the	  main	  text;	  3)	  the	  surviving	  chapters	  of	  the	  East	  Syriac	  recensions	  should	  be	  reproduced	  alongside	  the	  textus	  receptus	  (to	  allow	  easy	  comparison)	  and	  not	  as	  a	  variant	  reading	  in	  the	  apparatus;	  4)	  the	  variant	  readings	  provided	  by	  the	  Arabic	  version	  need	  to	  be	  included	  in	  the	  apparatus.	  	  Once	  these	  points	  have	  been	  addressed	  the	  reader	  will	  be	  equipped	  with	  the	  extant	  text	  of	  both	  recensions,	  permitting	  one	  to	  make	  acquaintance	  with	  the	  two	  branches	  of	  its	  transmission,	  based	  on	  the	  earliest	  evidence	  possible.	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9.	  Conclusions	  	  This	  chapter	  was	  focused	  on	  finding	  and	  examining	  all	  extant	  witnesses	  of	  the	  BG	  in	  order	  to	  provide	  a	  critical	  evaluation	  of	  its	  text	  form	  and	  its	  authorship.	  The	  necessity	  of	  such	  a	  task	  becomes	  clear	  after	  studying	  the	  current	  state	  of	  research	   dealing	   with	   the	   BG.	   A	   number	   of	   scholars	   have	   attempted	   to	  investigate	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  as	  well	  as	  the	  problem	  of	  its	  authorship,	  but	  no	  one	  was	  able	  to	  implement	  that	  task	  in	  a	  systematic	  way.	  In	  the	  course	  of	  this	  study	  it	  was	  possible	  to	  find	  and	  use	  ten	  complete	  copies	  of	  the	  BG,	  the	  oldest	  being	  written	  in	  1294/5	  CE	  in	  Ṭūr	  ʿAbdīn	  (A).	  All	  ten	  copies	  attest	  –	  with	  minimal	  textual	  variations	  –	  to	  the	  same	  text	  that	  already	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  the	  earliest	  copies	  appears	  to	  be	  part	  of	  a	  corpus	  of	  works,	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  and	  consisting	  of	  the	  First	  Part	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  the	  BG	  and	  On	  Stillness	  of	  Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā.	  This	  corpus	  is	  not	  attested	  outside	  of	  the	  Syriac	  Orthodox	  tradition.	  For	  that	  reason,	  I	  argue	  that	  it	  was	  established	  as	  such	  only	  when	  all	  the	  constituent	  text	  reached	  the	  Syriac	  Orthodox	  milieu	  around	  the	  12th/13th	  century.	  Five	  modern	  copies	  were	  copied	  directly	  from	  a	  fifteenth-­‐‑century	  manuscript	  (D),	  whereas	  a	  direct	  relationship	  between	  the	  other	  more	  ancient	  copies	  cannot	  be	  postulated.	  There	  are	  also	  four	  manuscripts	  that	  are	  not	  complete	  copies	  of	  the	  BG,	  but	  contain	  more	  or	  less	  extensive	  selections	  from	  this	  text.	  The	  oldest	  and	  at	  the	   same	   time	   the	   only	   non-­‐‑Syrian	   Orthodox	   witness	   comes	   from	   the	   10th	  century	   and	   was	   produced	   in	   the	   Syriac	   Chalcedonian	   milieu	   (a).	   All	   other	  witnesses	  stem	  from	  the	  13th	  century,	  one	  of	  them	  may	  even	  go	  back	  as	  far	  as	  the	   12th	   century.	   All	   three	  were	  most	   probably	   produced	   in	   the	   Ṭūr	   ʿAbdīn	  region.	   It	   turns	   out	   that	   the	   text	   form	   of	   the	   BG	   as	   attested	   by	   the	   three	  manuscripts	  (a,	  c,	  d)	  is	  different	  from	  the	  one	  attested	  by	  the	  complete	  copies.	  A	   clue	   for	   the	   understanding	   of	   that	   difference	   lies	   in	   the	  evidence	   of	   Syriac	  Chalcedonian	  manuscript	  a,	  which	  evidently	  depends	  directly	  on	  an	  East	  Syriac	  model.	  Hence,	  the	  difference	  between	  the	  two	  versions	  appears	  to	  be	  related	  to	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the	  two	  branches	  of	  the	  textual	  transmission	  of	  the	  BG,	  namely	  the	  original	  East	  Syriac	  one	  and	  the	  secondary,	  Syrian	  Orthodox,	  which	  we	  propose	  to	  qualify	  as	  the	  textus	  receptus.	  The	  analysis	  of	  the	  quotations	  from	  the	  BG	  in	  three	  East	  Syriac	  and	  one	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  source	  yields	  corroborative	  evidence	  for	  a	  distinction	  between	  the	  two	  recensions.	  Once	  we	  examine	  the	  text	  form	  of	  the	  quotations,	  we	  reach	  the	  very	  same	  conclusion,	  namely	  that	  the	  authentic	  East	  Syriac	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  was	  modified	  after	  being	  borrowed	  by	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu.	  Further	  details	  about	  the	  history	  of	  the	  text	  are	  offered	  by	  the	  evidence	  provided	   by	   the	   Arabic	   version	   of	   the	   BG,	   that	   is	   attested	   by	   at	   least	   eight	  manuscripts,	  the	  oldest	  of	  which	  was	  copied	  in	  1253	  CE.	  All	  the	  manuscripts	  are	  related	  to	  Egypt,	  and	  even	  if	  they	  were	  copied	  in	  the	  Mesopotamian	  region,	  they	  ultimately	  depend	  on	  prototypes	  of	  Egyptian	  provenance.	  Although	  historical	  information	   about	   the	   circumstances	   of	   the	  Arabic	   translation	   is	   lacking,	   the	  Egyptian	  background	  of	  the	  earliest	  texts	  serves	  as	  a	  reliable	  indication	  of	  the	  translation	  place,	  whereas	  the	  date	  of	  the	  earliest	  copy	  should	  be	  around	  the	  date	  of	  the	  translation.	  Furthermore,	   the	   Arabic	   version	   offers	   crucial	   evidence	   about	   the	  transmission	   history	   of	   of	   the	  BG.	  Namely,	   the	  analysis	   of	   the	  Vorlage	   of	   the	  Arabic	  translation	  unanimously	  point	  towards	  the	  textus	  receptus.	  However,	  it	  is	  highly	  likely	  that	  the	  BG	  was	  translated	  not	  as	  a	  single	  text	  but	  as	  a	  part	  of	  a	  collection	   of	   texts	   that	   now	   constitutes	   the	   Fourth	   Part	   of	   the	   four-­‐‑volume	  Arabic	  corpus	  of	  Isaac.	  A	  very	  similar	  collection	  is	  already	  attested	  by	  the	  10th-­‐‑century	  manuscript	  a	  as	  well	  as	  by	  the	  13th-­‐‑century	  manuscript	  d.	  Since	  both	  of	  those	  fragmentary	  witnesses	  are	  close	  to	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition,	  it	  is	  safe	  to	  argue	  that	  a	  collection	  such	  as	  the	  Fourth	  Part	  was	  not	  put	  together	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	   tradition,	  but	  already	  existed	   in	   the	  East	  Syriac	  milieu	  prior	   to	   the	  Arabic	  translation.	  We	  need	  to	  emphasise	  that	  regarding	  the	  character	  of	  the	  manuscript	  transmission	  of	  the	  BG	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition,	  we	  have	  no	  other	  types	  as	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those	  within	  the	  described	  collection	  of	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  and	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  How	  then	  we	  can	  explain	  the	  fact	  that	  none	  of	  the	  complete	  copies	  of	   the	  BG	  attests	   to	   that	   collection?	  It	   seems	   that	  after	   the	  BG	  was	  borrowed	  sometime	  at	  the	  turn	  of	  the	  13th	  century	  by	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition	  as	  part	  of	  a	  larger	  collection	  of	  ascetic	  works,	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  was	  not	  only	  modified	  and	   reattributed	   to	   Isaac	   of	   Nineveh,	   but	   it	   was	   also	   extracted	   from	   that	  collection.	  Slightly	  later	  it	  was	  added	  to	  another	  collection	  that	  consisted	  of	  the	  
First	  Part	  by	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  the	  BG	  and	  On	  Stillness	  by	  Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā.	  The	  collection	  as	  such	  never	  circulated	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  milieu.	  	  The	  Arabic	  version	  appears	  to	  throw	  light	  on	  that	  intermediary	  period	  when	  the	  original	  East	  Syriac	  collection	  was	  borrowed	  and	  modified,	  and	  yet	  was	   transmitted	   as	   such,	   including	   the	   BG.	   Since	   the	   entire	   collection	   was	  translated	   into	   Arabic.	   the	   Arabic	   translation	   stands	   out	   as	   an	   important	  document	  relevant	  to	  the	  history	  of	  the	  textual	  transmission	  of	  the	  BG.	  	   To	  sum	  up,	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  was	  circulating	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition	  at	  least	  between	  the	  10th	  and	  the	  13th	  century	  within	  a	  collection	  of	  works	  that	  included	  also	  other	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  as	  well	  as	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (particularly,	  his	  Gnostic	  Chapters).	  Sometime	  by	  the	  turn	  of	  the	  13th	  century	  in	  the	  region	  of	  Ṭūr	   Abdīn	  the	  collection	  reached	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu.	  Once	  becoming	  available,	  the	  text	  of	  the	  BG	  was	  modified	  and	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  Not	   long	  afterwards	   the	   text	  of	   the	  BG	  was	  extracted	   from	  the	  East	  Syriac	  collection	  it	  was	  put	  together	  with	  other	  works	  originally	  authored	  by	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  and	  Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā	   to	   form	  a	  standard	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  collection	  of	  the	  works	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  However,	  the	  East	  Syriac	  collection	  borrowed	  and	  modified	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu	  appears	  to	  be	  available	  for	  at	  least	  some	  time	  as	  such.	  That	  form	  is	  attested	  by	  some	  Syriac	  manuscripts	  but	  also	  by	  its	  Arabic	  version	  that	  was	  done	  in	  Egypt.	  The	  volume	  rather	  promptly	  reached	  Egypt	  where	  it	  was	  almost	  immediately	  translated	  into	  Arabic	  (probably	  in	  Deir	  al-­‐‑Suryān)	  before	  the	  mid-­‐‑13th	  century.	  The	   Arabic	   translation	   has	   proved	   to	   be	   exceptionally	   popular	   in	   the	   Coptic	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tradition	  and	  continues	  to	  be	  read	  and	  venerated	  even	  today.	  For	  instance,	  many	  excerpts	  from	  the	  BG	  (as	  a	  part	  of	  the	  Arabic	  corpus	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh)	  can	  be	  found	  in	  the	  works	  of	  Matta	  El-­‐‑Meskeen,	  the	  key	  figure	  in	  the	  revival	  of	  Egyptian	  monasticism119.	  	  
                                                                                                                119	  See,	  for	  example,	  Matta	  el-­‐‑Maskîne	  1997.	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Conclusions	  	  The	  results	  of	  the	  present	  study	  on	  life	  and	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  can	  be	  summarized	  as	  follows.	  We	  learn	  about	  the	  life	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  through	  different	  sources	  (the	  Ecclesiastical	   Chronicle	   of	   Bar	   ʿEbrōyō	   is	   the	  most	   reliable	   one)	   none	   of	  which,	  however,	  provide	  us	  with	  more	  or	   less	  complete	  historical	  record.	  We	  can	  positively	  affirm	   that	  Šemʿōn	  was	  an	  East	  Syriac	  monastic	  author	  whose	  floruit	  can	  be	  placed	  towards	  the	  end	  of	  the	  7th	  century,	  i.e.	  during	  the	  office	  of	  East	  Syriac	  Catholicos	  Ḥnanīšōʿ	  I.	  Šemʿōn	  penned	  a	  number	  of	  texts	  that	  deal	  with	  such	  topics	  as	  monastic	   life,	  medicine	  and	  perhaps	  hagiography.	  Šemʿōn	  was	   a	   resident	   of	   the	   influential	   monastery	   of	   Rabban	   Šabūr	   in	   the	  neighborhood	  of	  Šuštar	  (southwestern	  Iran),	  although	  it	  is	  unlikely	  that	  he	  was	  a	  direct	  disciple	  of	  Rabban	  Šabūr,	  who	  must	  have	  died	  a	  few	  decades	  earlier.	  It	  is	   clear	   that	   Šemʿōn	   resided	   in	   the	  monastery,	   although	   there	   is	   not	   enough	  evidence	   to	  argue	   that	  he	  belonged	   to	  a	   special	   community	   that	   lived	  on	   the	  neighboring	   mountain	   Matūt,	   and	   which	   kept	   a	   close	   relationship	   with	   the	  monastery.	  Šemʿōn	  commemorated	  the	  life	  of	  Mar	  Gani,	  probably	  a	  local	  saint	  of	  the	  monastic	  community,	  in	  a	  special	  work.	  The	  extension	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  name	  (d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh)	  is	  related	  to	  the	  title	  of	  his	  main	  work	  (the	  Book	  of	  Grace,	  ktābā	  d-­‐‑
ṭaibūtā).	  His	  keen	  interest	  in	  medical	  knowledge	  resulted	  in	  the	  fact	  that	  he	  was	  attributed	   the	   nickname	   Luke	   after	   apostle	   Luke	   who	   was	   traditionally	  considered	  to	  be	  a	  physician.	  This	  might	  have	  occurred	  already	  during	  Šemʿōn’s	  lifetime	  or	  very	  soon	  afterwards.	  Šemʿōn	  must	  have	  known	   Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  personally,	  i.e.	  when	  the	  latter	  was	  a	  solitary	  and	  later	  on,	  when	  he	  moved	  to	  the	  monastery	   of	   Rabban	   Šabūr.	   It	   is	   likely	   that	   Šemʿōn	   belonged	   to	   a	   slightly	  younger	   generation	   and	   that	   he	  was	   profoundly	   influenced	   by	   the	   spiritual	  authority	  of	  Isaac	  as	  well	  as	  by	  his	  works.	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Contrary	   to	   what	   some	   accounts	   purport	   to	   tell,	   Šemʿōn	   was	   most	  probably	  never	  a	  medical	  practitioner	  nor	  a	  real	  medical	  scholar.	  The	  accounts	  of	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  and	  Ibn	  abī	  Uṣaibiʿa	  clearly	  reflect	  a	  longstanding	  confusion	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh,	  the	  monastic	  author	  of	  the	  7th	  century,	  with	  an	  East	  Syriac	  medical	   author,	   who	   lived	   later	   and	   authored	   some	   kind	   of	   a	   medical	  encyclopedia	  that	  was	  translated	  into	  Arabic	  and	  enjoyed	  popularity	  in	  the	  early	  period	  of	  the	  development	  of	  Arabic	  medicine.	  Already	  by	  the	  10th	  century	  the	  names	  of	  both	  were	  confused	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition,	  and	  although	  by	  the	  13th	   century	   the	   medical	   encyclopedia	   must	   have	   disappeared	   from	   active	  circulation,	   the	   memory	   of	   this	   text	   was	   documented	   in	   a	   certain	   Arabic	  prosopographic	   source	   dealing	  with	   pre-­‐‑Islamic	   and	   early	   Islamic	   history	   of	  medicine.	   This	   particular	   text	   served	   as	   a	   source	   for	   accounts	   of	   both	   Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	   and	   Ibn	   abī	   Uṣaibiʿa,	   and	   it	   can	   be	   tentatively	   identified	   with	   an	  extended	  version	  of	  the	  Taʿrīḫ	  al-­‐‑Ḥukamāʾ	  of	  Ibn	  al-­‐‑Qifṭī.	  Apparently,	  not	  all	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  works	  have	  survived.	  Thus,	  the	  Life	  of	  
Mār	  Gani	  (most	  probably	  a	  local	  saint	  in	  the	  monastic	  community	  established	  by	  Rabban	  Šabūr)	  is	  known	  to	  us	  exclusively	  thanks	  to	  a	  brief	  mention	  in	  the	  Book	  
of	   Chastity	   by	   Išōʿdnaḥ	   (9th	   c.).	   On	   the	   other	   hand,	   it	   was	   very	   fortunate	   to	  discover	  a	  previously	  unknown	  and	  unattested	  text,	  the	  Profitable	  Counsels.	  This	  work	  for	  which	  we	  have	  no	  external	  evidence	  turned	  out	  to	  exist	  not	  only	  in	  its	  Syriac	  original,	  but	  also	   in	  an	  ancient	  Sogdian	   translation.	  For	   the	  other	   two,	  already	  known	  texts,	  namely	  the	  Homily	  on	  the	  Consecration	  of	  the	  Cell	  and	  the	  text	   published	   by	   Mingana,	   it	   was	   possible	   to	   discover	   new	   manuscript	  witnesses	  that	  clearly	  document	  the	  popularity	  of	  both	  texts	  not	  only	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition	  but	  also	  outside	  of	  it.	  	  Based	  on	  the	  analysis	  of	  available	  manuscript	  evidence	  it	  was	  possible	  to	   identify	   the	   text	   edited	   by	   Mingana	   as	   the	   Book	   of	   Medicine	   and	   that	   is	  documented	  by	  ʿAbdīšōʿ	  of	  Nisibis	  (d.	  1318)	  in	  his	  Catalogus	  librorum.	  	  Šemʿōn’s	  Book	   of	  Medicine	   can	   be	   characterized	   as	   a	   double	   layered	  theological	   composition,	   envisaged,	   both	   in	   its	   formal	   division	   and	   in	   its	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contents,	  to	  present	  an	  ascetic	  and	  mystical	  doctrine	  with	  special	  attention	  to	  the	  interdependence	  between	  the	  physical	  and	  spiritual	  aspects	  of	  human	  life.	  The	  text	  shoes	  its	  author	  as	  well	  versed	  in	  medical	  literature	  and	  theory.	  A	  key	  trait	   of	   Šemʿōn’s	   approach	   to	  medicine	   is	   not	  medical	   science	   per	   se,	   but	   its	  application	  to	  the	  needs	  of	  monastic	   life.	  The	  text	  was	  originally	  divided	  into	  separate	  chapters	  and	  did	  not	  have	  a	  progressive	  treatment	  of	  the	  subjects.	  	  The	   Book	   of	  Medicine	   text	  was	   rather	   early	   subject	   to	   selection.	   The	  peculiar	  style	  of	  writing	  of	  Šemʿōn	  was	  favorable	  for	  that	  fragmentation	  process.	  Thus,	  it	  comes	  as	  no	  surprise	  that	  already	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition	  separate	  chapters	   and	   fragments	   were	   circulating,	   sometimes	   even	   anonymously.	  Besides	  the	  text	  edited	  by	  Mingana	  there	  exist	  another	  portion	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  
Medicine	   that	   was	   wrongly	   attributed	   to	   an	   author	   of	   the	   6th	   century,	  Aḥūdemmēh.	  It	  was	  possible	  to	  detect	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  two	  texts,	  first	   of	   all,	   thanks	   to	   the	   presence	   of	   three	   identical	   chapters,	   and	   secondly,	  because	  both	  demonstrate	  the	  same	  applied	  approach	  to	  medicine	  as	  we	  find	  in	  
M.	  Further	  proof	  for	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  two	  texts	  was	  provided	  by	  the	  manuscript	  witnesses.	  Its	  analysis	  does	  not	  only	  show	  that	  the	  text	  A	   III	  was	  always	   circulating	   anonymously	   (whereas	   the	  attribution	   to	  Aḥūdemmēh	  by	  scholars	  was	  merely	   based	   on	   the	   fact	   that	   in	   some	  manuscripts	   the	   text	   is	  preceded	  by	  another	  treatise	  that	  is	  indeed	  attributed	  to	  Aḥūdemmēh),	  but	  also	  that	  its	  association	  with	  A	  II	  is	  merely	  haphazard.	  Both	  surviving	  parts	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  present	  two	  independent	  from	   each	   other	   selections	   of	   chapters,	   each	   one	  with	   its	   own	   transmission	  history.	  Thanks	   to	   the	   available	   manuscript	   witnesses	   it	   will	   be	   possible	   to	  improve	   and	   expand	   the	   available	   edition	   of	   the	   text	   published	  by	  Mingana.	  Whereas	  his	  edition	  is	  based	  on	  only	  one	  manuscript	  we	  are	  aware	  today	  of	  a	  large	  number	  of	  manuscript	  that	  provide	  important	  variants	  that	  a	  prospective	  editor	  will	  have	  to	  take	  into	  account.	  Since	  our	  oldest	  witness	  goes	  back	  to	  the	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10th	   century	   the	   differences	   with	   Mingana’s	   edition	  may	   in	   fact	   represent	   a	  superior	  text	  form.	  Finally,	   it	   is	   worth	   stressing	   that	   even	   the	   discovered	   manuscript	  witnesses	  may	  still	  preserve	  other	  genuine	  fragments	  from	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine.	  Since	  the	  extant	  fragmentary	  text	  is	  our	  only	  authentic	  witness	  to	  the	  treatise,	  this	  sharply	  limits	  the	  possibilities	  for	  the	  identification	  of	  the	  fragments	  that	  can	  be	  found	  in	  the	  manuscripts.	  One	  example	  of	  such	  dubious	  text	  included	  in	  this	  study	  shows	  remarkable	  similarities	  with	  authentic	  texts.	  For	  that	  reason,	  a	  study	   of	   the	   manuscripts	   opens	   up	   perspectives	   for	   the	   further	   research	   of	  Šemʿōn’s	  corpus	  of	  writings.	  	  An	  examination	  of	  relevant	  material	  made	  it	  possible	  to	  reach	  not	  only	  positive	   but	   also	   negative	   results.	   Namely,	   it	   became	   possible	   to	   reject	   the	  possibility	   of	   Šemʿōn’s	   authorship	   of	   a	   number	   of	   texts	   considered	   in	  scholarship	  as	  belonging	  to	  Šemʿōn	  or	  maybe	  even	  being	  identical	  with	  his	  Book	  
of	  Medicine.	  	  Some	  medical	   texts	   that	  were	   thought	   to	   be	   authored	  by	   Šemʿōn	   d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  have	  nothing	  to	  do	  with	  the	  7th	  century	  author.	  	  	  A	   text	   preserved	   in	   the	   manuscript	   Damascus,	   Syrian	   Orthodox	  Patriarchate	  12/25,	  which	  was	  once	  identified	  with	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine,	  is	  in	  fact	  a	  commentary	  on	  Hippocratic	  Epidemics	  VI	  that	  depends	  on	  a	  commentary	  tradition	  as	  existed	  in	  the	  late	  antique	  Alexandria.	  	  A	  large	  number	  of	  quotations	  present	  in	  the	  Lexicon	  by	  Bar	  Bahlūl	  and	  some	  Arabic	  medical	   treatises	   (the	  most	   representative	   of	  which	   is	  Kitāb	   al-­‐‑
Ḥāwī	   by	   al-­‐‑Rāzī)	   must	   have	   been	   borrowed	   from	   a	   comprehensive	   medical	  manual	  that	  is	  likely	  to	  come	  from	  the	  9th	  century.	  The	  author	  of	  that	  text	  was	  also	  called	  Šemʿōn	  and	  perhaps	  he	  was	  a	  Christian	  monk	  (attested	  by	  only	  one	  late	   source).	   Nevertheless,	   he	   wrote	   in	   Syriac	   and	   his	   treatise	   was	   soon	  translated	   into	  Arabic	   and	  became	  was	   important	   source	   tool	   for	   a	   study	   of	  medicine	   as	   it	   contained	   discussion	   of	   therapeutical	   treatment	   of	   various	  diseases	   and	   physical	   problems	  with	   a	  massive	   usage	   of	   different	  medicinal	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ingredients.	  The	  content	  of	  the	  text	  is	  totally	  incongruent	  with	  the	  evidence	  we	  have	  for	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  and,	  more	  generally,	  for	  an	  approach	  of	  Šemʿōn	  to	  medicine.	  The	  Book	  of	  Grace	  is	  the	  most	  disputable	  work	  of	  the	  author.	  For	  some	  scholars	  it	  was	  the	  work	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  for	  others	  it	  belonged	  to	  Šemʿōn.	  In	  the	   course	   of	   this	   study	   it	   was	   possible	   to	   find	   and	   use	   new	   manuscript	  witnesses,	   the	  oldest	  being	  written	   in	  1294/5	  CE	  in	  Ṭūr	   ʿAbdīn.	  All	   complete	  copies	   are	   of	   Syrian	  Orthodox	  provenance	  and	   attest	   –	  with	  minimal	   textual	  variations	  –	  to	  the	  textus	  receptus	  of	  the	  work	  as	  known	  in	  the	  Syriac	  Orthodox	  milieu.	   On	   the	   other	   hand,	   the	   fragmentary	  witnesses	   as	  well	   as	   an	   indirect	  tradition	  provide	  us	  with	  a	  different	  text	  form	  that	  we	  qualify	  as	  the	  authentic	  East	  Syriac	  recension.	  The	  analysis	  of	  the	  available	  material	  enables	  to	  argue	  that	  that	  the	  authentic	  East	  Syriac	  text	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  was	  modified	  after	  being	  borrowed	  in	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu	  sometime	  at	  the	  turn	  of	  the	  13th	  century.	  The	  text	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  was	  circulating	  in	  the	  East	  Syriac	  tradition	  at	  least	  between	  the	  10th	  and	  the	  13th	  century	  within	  a	  collection	  of	  works	  that	  included	  also	  other	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  as	  well	  as	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (particularly,	  his	  Gnostic	  Chapters).	  Sometime	  by	  the	  turn	  of	  the	  13th	  century	  in	  the	  region	  of	  Ṭūr	   Abdīn	  the	  collection	  reached	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu.	  Once	  becoming	  available,	  the	  text	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  was	  modified	  and	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  Not	  long	  afterwards	  the	  text	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  was	  extracted	  from	  the	  East	  Syriac	  collection	  it	  was	  put	  together	  with	  other	  works	  originally	  authored	  by	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh,	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  and	  Dadīšōʿ	  Qaṭrāyā	  to	  form	  a	  standard	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  collection	  of	  the	  works	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  However,	   the	   East	   Syriac	   collection	   borrowed	   and	   modified	   in	   the	   Syrian	  Orthodox	  milieu	  appears	  to	  be	  available	  for	  at	  least	  some	  time	  as	  such.	  That	  form	  is	  attested	  by	  some	  Syriac	  manuscripts	  but	  also	  by	  its	  Arabic	  version	  that	  was	  done	  in	  Egypt.	  The	  volume	  rather	  promptly	  reached	  Egypt	  where	  it	  was	  almost	  immediately	  translated	  into	  Arabic	  (probably	  in	  Deir	  al-­‐‑Suryān)	  before	  the	  mid-­‐‑
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13th	  century.	  The	  Arabic	  translation	  has	  proved	  to	  be	  exceptionally	  popular	  in	  the	  Coptic	  tradition	  and	  continues	  to	  be	  read	  and	  venerated	  even	  today.	  	  It	  deserves	  to	  be	  stressed	  that	  a	  vast	  majority	  of	  the	  extant	  witnesses	  to	  the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  belongs	  to	  the	  genre	  of	  the	  monastic	  miscellanies.	  It	  shows,	  on	  the	  one	  hand,	  that	  we	  cannot	  know	  exactly	  how	  the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  were	  transmitted	   in	   the	   earliest	   period,	   but	   on	   the	   other	   hand	   an	   introduction	   of	  Šemʿōn’s	  works	  into	  such	  compilations	  is	  a	  clear	  indication	  that	  they	  were	  seen	  as	   worthy	   of	   being	   preserved	   and	   transmitted.	   One	   of	   such	   monastic	  compilations	  was	  known	  to	  a	  13th	  century	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  reader	  of	  Šemʿōn,	  Maphrian	  Bar	  ʿEbrōyō	  who	  quoted	  from	  Šemʿōn	  in	  his	  authoritative	  Ethicon.	  A	   significant	  aspect	  of	   studying	   the	  extant	  witnesses	   to	   the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	   is	   the	   fact	   that	   they	  allow	  us	   to	   trace	   the	   transmission	  history	  of	   the	  works	  of	  that	  7th	  century	  writer.	  In	  brief,	  one	  can	  say	  that	  the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  proved	   to	   be	   influential	   not	   only	   in	   the	   posterior	   East	   Syriac	   tradition	   (as	  evidenced	   by	   Išōʿdnaḥ	   and	   Abraham	   bar	   Dašandad),	   but	   also	   reached	   and	  exerted	   an	   impact	   upon	   other	   traditions	   of	   Syriac	   Christianity	   (Melkite	   and	  Syrian	  Orthodox).	  	  The	  most	  varied	  manuscript	  evidence,	  however,	   is	  preserved	   for	   the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	   tradition.	  We	  are	  in	   the	  possession	  of	  manuscript	  witnesses	  that	  document	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  circulation	  of	  the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  in	  that	  tradition	  as	  early	  as	  in	  the	  13th	  century.	  The	  absence	  of	  older	  witnesses	  is	  most	  probably	  not	  an	  accidental	  phenomenon,	  but	  should	  be	  explained	  in	  the	  context	  of	  the	  process	  in	  which	  Šemʿōn’s	  works	  were	  borrowed	  by	  the	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  tradition.	  Once	  borrowed,	   the	   texts	  were	   first	   transmitted	  anonymously,	  and	  later	  due	  to	  their	  circulation	  jointly	  with	  the	  works	  of	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  they	  were	  attributed	  to	  the	  latter.	  	  The	   importance	   of	   the	   Syrian	   Orthodox	   branch	   of	   the	   manuscript	  transmission	  of	  Šemʿōn’s	  works	  lies	  in	  the	  fact	  that	  it	  makes	  it	  possible	  to	  argue	  that	   the	  works	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  and	   Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	   that	  are	   regularly	  present	   together	   in	   the	   Syrian	   Orthodox	   manuscripts	   reflect	   a	   similar	   joint	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transmission	  of	   the	  works	  of	   those	  authors	   in	   the	  East	  Syriac	  milieu.	  Given	  a	  possibility	  of	  their	  personal	  acquaintance	  this	  joint	  transmission	  may	  even	  go	  back	  to	  the	  very	  first	  copies	  of	  their	  works.	  Further	  research	  into	  the	  textual	  transmission	   of	   the	  works	   of	   both	   Šemʿōn	   and	   Isaac	  may	  help	   to	   verify	   that	  assumption.	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  aus	  handschriftlichen	  Quellen’,	  Archiv	  für	  pathologische	  Anatomie	  
und	  Physiologie	  und	  für	  klinische	  Medicin	  52	  (1871)	  340-­‐‑375,	  468-­‐‑503.	  Steingass	   1892	   –	   F.	   Steingass,	   A	   Comprehensive	   Persian-­‐‑English	   Dictionary.	  London,	  1892.	  Strelan	  2008	  –	  R.	  Strelan,	  Luke	  the	  Priest:	  the	  Authority	  of	  the	  Author	  of	  the	  Third	  
Gospel.	  Aldershot:	  Ashgate,	  2008.	  Takahashi	  2005	  –	  H.	  Takahashi,	  Barhebraeus:	  A	  Bio-­‐‑Bibliography.	  Piscataway,	  NJ:	  Gorgias	  Press,	  2005.	  Temkin	  1951	  –	  O.	  Temkin,	  ‘On	  Galen’s	  pneumatology’,	  Gesnerus	  8	  (1951)	  180-­‐‑189.	  Teule	   2005	   –	   H.G.B.	   Teule,	   ‘Syriac	   historiography’.	   In	   Nos	   sources.	   Arts	   et	  
Littérature	  Syriaque	  (Sources	  syriaque,	  1).	  CERO,	  2005,	  pp.	  325-­‐‑344.	  Teule	  2008	  –	  H.G.B.	  Teule,	  ‘Christian	  Spiritual	  Sources	  in	  Barhebraeus’	  Ethicon	  and	   the	  Book	   of	   the	  Dove’,	  Journal	   of	   Eastern	   Christian	  Studies	  60:1-­‐‑4	   (2008)	  333-­‐‑354.	  Thomson	  1924	  –	  W.	  Thomson,	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh.	  A	  Study	  in	  Syrian	  Mysticism	  [PhD	  thesis].	  Harvard	  University,	  1924.	  Titterton	  1925	  –	  L.H.	  Titterton,	  The	  Syriac	  manuscripts	  in	  the	  Semitic	  Museum	  of	  
Harvard	  University,	  ca.	  1925.	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Tov	  2001	  –	  E.	  Tov,	  Textual	  Criticism	  of	  the	  Hebrew	  Bible,	  2nd	  ed.	  Minneapolis:	  Fortress,	  2001.	  Trachtenberg	  1979	  –	  J.	  Trachtenberg,	  Jewish	  Magic	  and	  Superstition:	  A	  Study	  in	  
Folk	  Religion.	  New	  York,	  Atheneum,	  1979.	  Troupeau	  1974	  –	  G.	  Troupeau,	  Catalogue	  des	  manuscrits	  arabes.	  Première	  partie.	  Manuscrits	  chrétiens,	  vol.	  2.	  Paris:	  Bibliothèque	  Nationale,	  1974.	  Ullmann	  1970	  –	  M.	  Ullmann,	  Medizin	  im	  Islam	  (Handbuch	  der	  Orientalistik.	  1.	  Abt.:	  Der	  Nahe	  und	  der	  Mittlere	  Osten.	  Ergänzungsband	  6,	  1.	  Abschnitt),	  Leiden:	  Brill,	  1970.	  Van	  Lantschoot	  1965	  –	  A.	  Van	  Lantschoot,	  Inventaire	  des	  manuscrits	  syriaques	  
des	   fonds	   Vatican	   (490	   sic-­‐‑631),	   Barberini	   oriental	   et	   Neofiti	   (StT	   243).	  Bibliotheca	  Apostolica	  Vaticana,	  1965.	  Vernet	  2016	  (Ibn	  Abī	  Uṣaybiʿa)	  –	  J.	  Vernet,	  ‘Ibn	  Abī	  Uṣaybiʿa’,	  Encyclopaedia	  of	  
Islam,	  Second	  Edition.	  Edited	  by:	  P.	  Bearman,	  Th.	  Bianquis,	  C.E.	  Bosworth,	  E.	  van	  Donzel,	   W.P.	   Heinrichs.	   Brill	   Online,	   2016.	  Reference.	  UNIVERSITATSBIBLIOTHEK	   MARBURG.	   26	   January	   2016	  <http://referenceworks.brillonline.com/entries/encyclopaedia-­‐‑of-­‐‑islam-­‐‑2/ibn-­‐‑abi-­‐‑usaybia-­‐‑SIM_3058>.	  Vernet	  2016	  (Ibn	  al-­‐‑Bayṭār)	  –	  J.	  Vernet,	  ‘Ibn	  al-­‐‑Bayṭār’,	  Encyclopaedia	  of	  Islam,	  Second	   Edition.	   Edited	   by:	   P.	   Bearman,	   Th.	   Bianquis,	   C.E.	   Bosworth,	   E.	   van	  Donzel,	   W.P.	   Heinrichs.	   Brill	   Online,	   2016.	  Reference.	  UNIVERSITATSBIBLIOTHEK	   MARBURG.	   28	   January	   2016	  <http://referenceworks.brillonline.com/entries/encyclopaedia-­‐‑of-­‐‑islam-­‐‑2/ibn-­‐‑al-­‐‑baytar-­‐‑SIM_3115>	  Vööbus	  1960	  –	  A.	  Vööbus,	  Syriac	  and	  Arabic	  Documents	  Regarding	  Legislation	  
Relative	  to	  Syrian	  Asceticism.	  Stockholm:	  Estonian	  Theological	  Society	  in	  Exile,	  1960	  Vööbus	  1965	  –	  A.	  Vööbus,	  History	  of	  the	  School	  of	  Nisibis	  (CSCO	  266,	  Subs.	  26).	  Louvain:	  Peeters,	  1965.	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Vööbus	   1970	   –	  A.	   Vööbus,	   Syrische	   Kanonessammlungen:	   Ein	   Beitrag	   zur	  
Quellenkunde.	  1:	  Westsyrische	  Originalurkunden	  (CSCO	  307,	  317;	  Subs.	  35,	  38).	  Louvain:	  Secrétariat	  du	  CorpusSCO,	  1970.	  Vööbus	  1972	  –	  A.	  Vööbus,	  ‘Eine	  neue	  Schrift	  von	  Ishaq	  von	  Ninive’,	  Ostkirchliche	  
Studien	  21	  (1972)	  309-­‐‑312.	  Vööbus	   1973-­‐‑1980	   –	  A.	   Vööbus,	   Handschriftliche	   Überlieferung	   der	   Mēmrē-­‐‑
Dichtung	  des	  Jaʿqōb	  von	  Serūg.	  I.	  Sammlungen:	  die	  Handschriften	  (CSCO	  344,	  345,	  421,	  422;	  Subs.	  39,	  40,	  60,	  61).	  Louvain:	  Peeters,	  1973,	  1980.	  Vööbus	  1978	  –	  A.	  Vööbus,	  The	  emergence	  of	  Galen’s	  commentary	  on	  Hippocrates	  
in	   Syriac,	   and	   the	   historical	   importance	   of	   this	   genre	   of	   medical	   literature.	   A	  
lecture	  held	  on	  July	  17,	  1978	  at	  the	  opening	  of	  the	  Estonian	  Theological	  Institute	  
in	  Toronto.	  Stockholm,	  1978.	  Vööbus	   1988	   –	  A.	   Vööbus,	   History	   of	   Asceticism	   in	   the	   Syrian	   Orient.	   A	  
Contribution	  to	  the	  History	  of	  Culture	  in	  the	  Near	  East,	  vol.	  3	  (CSCO	  500;	  Subs.	  81).	  Louvain:	  Peeters,	  1988.	  Vosté	  1929	  –	  J.-­‐‑M.	  Vosté,	  ‘Recueil	  d’auteurs	  ascétiques	  nestoriens	  du	  VIIe	  et	  VIIIe	  siècle’,	  Angelicum	  6	  (1929)	  143-­‐‑206.	  Wehr	  1979	  –	  H.	  Wehr,	  Dictionary	  of	  Modern	  Written	  Arabic,	  4th	  ed.	  Wiesbaden:	  Harrassowitz,	  1979.	  Weisser	  1997	  –	  U.	  Weisser,	  ‘Die	  Zitate	  aus	  Galens	  De	  methodo	  medendi	  im	  Ḥāwī	  des	  Rāzī’.	  In	  G.	  Endress	  and	  R.	  Kruk	  (eds),	  The	  Ancient	  Tradition	  in	  Christian	  and	  
Islamic	  Hellenism:	  Studies	  on	  the	  Transmission	  of	  Greek	  Philosophy	  and	  Sciences,	  
Dedicated	  to	  H.	   J.	  Drossaart	  Lulofs	  on	  His	  Ninetieth	  Birthday.	  Leiden,	  1997,	  pp.	  279-­‐‑318.	  West	  1998	  –	  M.L.	  West,	   ‘The	  Textual	  Criticism	  and	  Editing	  of	  Homer’.	  In	  G.W.	  Most	  (ed.),	  Editing	  Texts:	  Texte	  edieren,	  Aporemata	  2.	  Gottingen:	  Vandenhoeck	  &	  Ruprecht,	  1998,	  pp.	  94-­‐‑100.	  Wilmshurst	  2000	  –	  D.	  Wilmshurst,	  The	  Ecclesiastical	  Organisation	  of	  the	  Church	  
of	  the	  East,	  1318-­‐‑1913	  (CSCO	  582,	  Subs.	  104),	  Louvain:	  Peeters	  2000.	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Witakowski	   1993	   –	  W.	  Witakowski,	   ‘Syrian	  Monophysite	   Propaganda	   in	   the	  Fifth	  to	  Seventh	  Centuries’.	  In	  L.	  Rydén	  and	  J.O.	  Rosenqvist	  (eds),	  Aspects	  of	  Late	  
Antiquity	  and	  Early	  Byzantium.	  Stockholm:	  Svenska	  Forskningsinstitutet,	  1993,	  pp.	  57-­‐‑66.	  Witakowski	  2006	  –	  W.	  Witakowski,	  ‘The	  Ecclesiastical	  Chronicle	  of	  Gregory	  Bar	  ‘Ebroyo’,	  Journal	  of	  the	  Canadian	  Society	  for	  Syriac	  Studies	  6	  (2006)	  61-­‐‑81.	  Witkam	   1988	   –	  J.J.	   Witkam,	   ‘Establishing	   the	   stemma:	   fact	   or	   fiction?’,	  
Manuscripts	  of	  the	  Middle	  East	  3	  (1988)	  88–101.	  Wright	  1871	  –	  W.	  Wright,	  Catalogue	  of	  Syriac	  Manuscripts	  in	  the	  British	  Museum,	  
acquired	  since	  the	  year	  1838,	  vol.	  II.	  London,	  1871.	  Wright	  1894	  –	  W.	  Wright,	  A	  Short	  History	  of	  Syriac	  Literature.	  London,	  1894.	  Wright	   /	   Cook	   1901	   –	  W.	   Wright,	   S.	   A.	   Cook,	   A	   Catalogue	   of	   the	   Syriac	  
Manuscripts	   preserved	   in	   the	   Library	   of	   the	   University	   of	   Cambridge,	   2	   vols.	  Cambridge:	  University	  Press,	  1901.	  Zanetti	  1986	  –	  U.	  Zanetti,	  Les	  manuscrits	  de	  Dair	  Abû	  Maqâr.	  Inventaire	  (“Cahiers	  d’Orientalisme”	  XI).	  Geneve:	  Patrick	  Cramer	  Éditeur,	  1986.	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List	  of	  the	  manuscripts	  used	  in	  the	  study1	  
	  
Aleppo	  –	  Fondation	  Georges	  et	  Mathilde	  Salem	  Ar.	  222	  (formery	  Sbath	  1024)	  	  	  
Baghdad	   –	   Chaldean	   monastery	   (formerly	   Alqoš,	   Notre-­‐‑Dame	   des	  
Semences)	  syr.	  680	  (olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  237)	  syr.	  681	  (olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semences/Vosté	  238)	  
olim	  Notre	  Dame	  des	  Semcences/Vosté	  66	  (lost)	  
	  
Berlin	  –	  Staatsbibliothek	  –	  Preußischer	  Kulturbesitz	  Or.	  quart.	  1159	  Sachau	  352	  T	  II	  B	  27	  (Sogdian)	  
	  
Birmingham	  –	  Cadbury	  Research	  Library	  /	  Mingana	  Collection	  syr.	  47	  	  syr.	  86	  	  syr.	  151	  syr.	  559	  syr.	  589	  syr.	  601	  
	  
Cairo	  –	  private	  collection	  of	  ʿAbd	  al-­‐‑Masiḥ	  Ṣalīb	  al-­‐‑Baramūṣī	  al-­‐‑Masʿūdī	  Unspecified	  ms	  (lost)	  
	  
	  
                                                                                                                1	  The	  manuscripts	  mentioned	  in	  the	  footnotes	  are	  not	  listed.	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Cambridge	  –	  University	  Library	  Add.	  2019	  Add.	  2023	  
	  
Cambridge,	  Mass.	  –	  Houghton	  Library	  Semitic	  Museum	  4058	  (lost)	  syr.	  42	  syr.	  79	  	  syr.	  132	  
	  
Damascus	  –	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  Patriarchate	  Damascus	  Orth.	  Patr.	  12/25	  
	  
Istanbul	  –	  Nuruosmaniye	  Library	  3553	  (Arabic)	  	  
Istanbul	  –	  Saray	  Ahmed	  III.	  Library	  2125	  (Arabic)	  
	  
Jerusalem	  –	  St.	  Mark	  Monastery	  	  Monastery	  of	  St.	  Mark	  182	  (Arabic)	  
	  
Leuven	  –	  collection	  of	  Corpus	  Scriptorum	  Christianorum	  Orientalium	  syr.	  21	  
	  
London	  –	  British	  Library	  Add.	  14620	  Add.	  14729	  Add.	  17157	  India	  Office	  9	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Mardin	  –	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  Archbishopric	  Orth.	  195	  (olim	  Dayr	  al-­‐‑Zaʿfarān	  106)	  Orth.	  196	  Orth.	  202	  (Arabic)	  Mardin	  Orth.	  420	  (olim	  Dayr	  al-­‐‑Zaʿfaran/Dolabani	  110)	  Mardin	  Orth.	  422	  (olim	  Dayr	  al-­‐‑Zaʿfarān/Dolabani	  109)	  	  
Monastery	  of	  Mar	  Behnām	  	  Codex	  8/29	  	  
Mosul	  –	  Mar	  Mattai,	  Syrian	  Orthodox	  Monastery	  Mor	  Mattai	  Monastery	  27	  	  
Mosul	  –	  Dominican	  Monastery	  Codex	  311	  (1935)	  
	  
Oxford	  –	  Bodleian	  Library	  Marsh	  465	  (Arabic)	  
	  
Paris	  –	  Bibliothèque	  Nationale	  arabe	  4811	  (Arabic)	  
	  
(destroyed)	  Seert	  –	  Chaldean	  Archbishopric	  Siirt	  76	  Siirt	  109	  
	  
Sinai	  –	  Saint	  Catherine	  Monastery	  syr.	  14	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Šarfeh	  –	  Syrian	  Catholic	  Patriarchal	  Residence	  Armalet	  ar.	  7/2	  (Arabic)	  Šarfeh	  Raḥmānī	  80	  Raḥmānī	  103	  Raḥmānī	  181	  Raḥmānī	  310	  Raḥmānī	  461	  (Arabic)	  	  
Vatican	  –	  Biblioteca	  Apostolica	  	  sir.	  509	  sir.	  562	  sir.	  593	  
	  
Wadi	  al-­‐‑Natrun,	  Deir	  al-­‐‑Suryān	  153	  (Arabic)	  
	  
Wadi	  al-­‐‑Natrun,	  Monastery	  of	  St.	  Macarius	  Hom.	  36	  	   	  
526130-L-bw-Geurts
Processed on: 7-11-2018 PDF page: 325
 
 305 
Appendix	  I.	  Edition	  of	  the	  Profitable	  Counsels.	  	  Text.	  Šarfeh	  Raḥmānī	  80,	  p.	  108-­‐‑109.	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%[#ܬ/. ܘDA !21̈t ܕܕܘ!]ܘܗܝ @TW"̈a/ %&ܪܨ. !2S19 ܕF&*A ܗ8#ܢ ܕܘ!]ܘܗܝ %YZ]OQ9 
ܗ̇ܘ*U @I !H#8Ÿ9 ܕOI89.	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Translation.	  	  
Profitable	   counsels	   of	   the	   holy	   Šemʿōn	   the	   Monk,	   called	   Lūqā,	   the	   disciple	   of	  
Rabban	  Šabūr.	  	  1.	  The	  man	  who	  constantly	  resists	  [doing	  evil]	  in	  order	  to	  behave	  according	  to	  the	  judgment	  of	  [his]	  conscience	  will	  not	  sin	  without	  repentance.	  	  2.	   He	   whose	   mind	   constantly	   meditates	   upon	   the	   virtues	   will	   not	   see	   the	  weaknesses	  of	  his	  neighbour.	  	  3.	  He	  who	  is	  accustomed	  to	  speak	  good	  about	  the	  virtuous	  and	  the	  wicked—soon	  peace	  will	  reign	  in	  his	  heart.	  	  4.	  He	  whose	  mercy	  is	  extended	  compassionately	  without	  distinction	  upon	  the	  virtuous	  and	  upon	  the	  wicked	  will	  resemble	  God.	  	  5.	  He	  who	  detests	  the	  image	  of	  God	  cannot	  be	  loved	  by	  God.	  	  6.	   He	  who	   constantly	   overcomes	   the	   inclinations	   of	   his	   desire	   is	   a	   vigorous	  champion	  and	  overflowing	  grace	  is	  performed	  through	  him.	  	  7.	  He	  who	  constantly	  overcomes,	  resists	  and	  changes	  the	  habitual	  weakness	  of	  his	  actions	  to	  the	  virtues	  of	  the	  acts	  of	  observance	  has	  subjugated	  himself	  and	  the	  twofold	  crown	  awaits	  him.	  	  8.	  The	  man	  who	  is	  often	  reproached	  by	  his	  conscience	  and	  does	  not	  correct	  the	  manner	   of	   his	   habits—grace	   is	   taken	   away	   from	   him	   and	   he	   is	   left	   in	   the	  temptations	  and	  disgraced.	  9.	  He	  whose	  desire	  overcomes	  his	  right	  hand	  and	  whose	  nature	  succumbs—he	  will	  not	  completely	  succumb;	  but	  he	  whose	  nature	  overcomes	  his	  left	  hand	  and	  whose	  desire	  succumbs—he	  will	  completely	  succumb.	  10.	  He	  who	  asks	  a	  blessing	  from	  you,	  before	  [your]	  heart	   repents	  and	  [your]	  conscience	   is	   humbled	   and	   corrected,	   is	   not	   different	   from	   him	   who	   seeks	  grapes	  from	  thorns	  and	  figs	  from	  thistles	  (Mt	  7:16).	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11.	  He	  who	  grasps	  that	  the	  delight	  of	  the	  Kingdom	  and	  the	  torment	  of	  Gehenna	  are	  within	  him,	  and	  whose	  conscience	  and	  desire	  always	  oppose	  each	  other—he	  will	  resist	  [his]	  desire	  and	  will	  favour	  [his]	  conscience	  of	  truth.	  12.	  The	  mind	  that	  is	  found	  worthy	  of	  the	  gift	  of	  understanding	  of	  discernment	  and	  perceives	   that	   heaven	   and	  earth	  and	   everything	   that	   is	   in	   them	  and	   the	  kingdom	  of	  God	  and	  His	  chosen	  angels	  are	  bound	  by	  His	  fashioning—his	  mind	  will	  begin	  to	  be	  renewed	  in	  the	  mysteries	  of	  the	  knowledge	  of	  truth.	  And	  if	  he	  resists	  [evil]	  and	  endures	  in	  silence,	  keeping	  the	  precepts,	  he	  will	  be	  freed	  from	  wandering	  and	  will	  become	  worthy	  of	  the	  operation	  of	  the	  Spirit.	  13.	  He	  who	  perceives	  the	  operation	  [of	  the	  Spirit]	  during	  the	  visitations—if	  he	  resists	  [evil],	  humbles	  himself,	  remains	  quiet,	  keeps	  the	  precepts	  of	  silence	  and	  endures	  what	  occurs	  by	  divine	  providence,	  he	  will	  be	  found	  worthy	  of	  release	  and	  will	  be	  freed	  from	  the	  annoyance	  of	  error.	  14.	  He	  whose	  hand	  is	  upon	  everyone	  and	  on	  whom	  is	  the	  hand	  of	  everyone—he	  will	  not	  be	  able	  to	  remain	  in	  silence.	  15.	  He	  whose	  mind	  is	  occupied	  with	  many	  things	  cannot	  be	  occupied	  with	  one.	  It	  is	  not	  [possible]	  to	  be	  [at	  the	  same	  time]	  with	  one	  and	  with	  many.	  16.	  He	  who,	  for	  the	  sake	  of	  his	  own	  comfort,	  changes	  in	  accordance	  with	  the	  opinions	  [of	  others]	  in	  a	  pretence	  of	  love	  and	  speaks	  according	  to	  their	  wish—he	  commits	  adultery.	  17.	  The	  solitary	  who	  experiences	  peace	  through	  self-­‐‑disdain	  is	  better	  than	  him	  who	  seeks	  honour	  through	  the	  crown	  of	  kingship.	  18.	  The	  ascetic	  who	  is	  afflicted	  by	  the	  wound	  of	  the	  love	  of	  glory	  and	  honour	  from	  men—his	   wound	   is	   incurable.	   And	   if	   he	   directs	   many	   [others]	   by	   the	  labours	  of	  his	  way	  of	  life,	  in	  the	  world	  to	  come	  his	  way	  of	  life	  will	  condemn	  him	  to	  the	  torments	  of	  Gehenna.	  19.	  He	  whose	  way	  of	  life	  is	  dissolute—his	  mind	  is	  far	  from	  God.	  20.	  He	  whose	  heart	  is	  not	  broken	  and	  who	  does	  not	  suffer	  in	  God—he	  will	  not	  be	  freed	  from	  wandering.	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Another	  counsels.	  	  Do	  not	  rely	  upon	  anyone	  and	  do	  not	  be	  angry	  with	  anyone,	  do	  not	  accuse	  anyone,	  do	  not	  accept	  a	  word	  against	  anyone,	  do	  not	  become	  an	  enemy	  to	  anyone.	  Do	  not	  do	  evil	  to	  anyone,	  do	  not	  be	  grieved	  by	  anything.	  Do	  not	  rejoice	  at	  anything,	  do	  not	  be	  afraid	  of	  anything.	  Do	  everything	  with	  patience,	  praise	  everyone	  at	  all	  times,	  beware	  of	  everyone	  at	  all	  times.	  When	  you	  do	  good	  to	  somebody	  do	  not	  expect	  [to	  receive]	  your	  reward	  from	  him.	  Let	  your	  leg	  not	  frequent	  the	  house	  of	  your	  friend.	  Do	  not	  keep	  yourself	  much	  aloof	  so	  that	  you	  may	  not	  be	  much	  detested.	   He	   who	   keeps	   the	   law	   resists	   [his]	   inclinations.	   Always	   speak	  temperately	  and	  never	  persist	  in	  speaking.	  Do	  not	  envy	  anybody.	  Do	  not	  seek	  praise	  from	  anyone.	  Do	  not	  eat	  bread	  with	  anyone.	  Do	  not	  neglect	  the	  service	  of	  strangers.	  Let	  not	  light	  and	  fragrance2	  depart	  from	  your	  cell.	  In	  all	  temptations	  do	  not	  reproach	  anyone	  but	  recall	  your	  sins	  at	  all	  times.	  	   	  
                                                                                                                2	  Lit.:	  “sweet”.	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Appendix	  II.	  Specimens	  of	  some	  manuscripts	  used	  in	  
the	  study	  
	  	  Birmingham,	  Mingana	  syr.	  601	  (1932	  CE),	  f.	  70v	  Contains	  a	  large	  part	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine	  as	  well	  as	  a	  Homily	  on	  
Consecration	  of	  Cell	  (for	  both	  see	  Chapter	  II).	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  Birmingham,	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  (15th	  c.),	  ff.	  8v-­‐‑9r	  A	  younger	  part	  of	  the	  composite	  manuscript	  contains	  a	  fragment	  from	  the	  
Homily	  on	  the	  Consecration	  of	  the	  Cell	  with	  attribution	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (see	  Chapter	  II).	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  Šarfeh	  Raḥmānī	  80	  (early	  20th	  c.)	  A	  unique	  manuscript	  that	  contains	  the	  Profitable	  Counsels	  attributed	  to	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  (see	  Chapter	  II).	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  London,	  British	  Library,	  India	  Office	  9	  (1712/3	  CE),	  f.	  414r	  Contains	  two	  anonymous	  chapters	  that	  are	  likely	  to	  come	  from	  the	  from	  the	  
Book	  of	  Medicine	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  (see	  Chapter	  II).	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  Cambridge	  Add.	  2023	  (13th	  c.),	  f.	  60r	  Contains	  a	  fragment	  with	  attribution	  to	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  (see	  Chapter	  II).	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 315 
	  	  Mardin,	  Church	  of	  the	  Forty	  Martyrs	  422	  (1473/5	  CE),	  ff.	  206v-­‐‑207r	  A	  large	  monastic	  miscellany,	  contains	  a	  text	  attributed	  to	  ‘Šemʿōn	  the	  Solitary’	  that	  draws	  on	  the	  authentic	  material	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  (see	  Chapter	  II).	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 316 
	  	  Paris,	  BNF,	  arabe	  4811	  (1724	  CE),	  f.	  189v	  Contains	  a	  text	  attributed	  to	  a	  certain	  Zain	  ibn	  Šimʿūn	  Ṭabnūtah	  that	  can	  hardly	  be	  identified	  with	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  (see	  Chapter	  II).	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 317 
	  	  Birmingham,	  Mingana	  syr.	  589	  (1932	  CE),	  ff.	  17v-­‐‑18r	  Contains	  an	  anonymous	  fragment	  that	  is	  likely	  to	  come	  from	  the	  Book	  of	  
Medicine	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  (see	  Chapter	  III).	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 318 
	  	  Birmingham,	  Mingana	  syr.	  559	  (1930	  CE),	  f.	  128v	  Contains	  another	  anonymous	  fragment	  that	  is	  likely	  to	  come	  from	  the	  Book	  of	  
Medicine	  of	  Šemʿōn	  d-­‐‑Ṭaibūtēh	  (see	  Chapter	  III).	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 319 
	  Mardin,	  Church	  of	  the	  Forty	  Martyrs	  420	  (1473/4	  CE),	  p.	  182	  A	  large	  monastic	  miscellany,	  contains	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  (see	  Chapter	  IV)	  as	  well	  as	  a	  fragment	  from	  the	  Homily	  on	  the	  Consecration	  of	  the	  Cell	  and	  the	  Book	  of	  
Medicine,	  all	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (see	  Chapter	  II).	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 320 
	  Mardin,	  Church	  of	  the	  Forty	  Martyrs	  196	  (1294/5	  CE),	  p.	  1	  Contains	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  with	  attribution	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (see	  Chapter	  IV).	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 321 
	  Mardin,	  Church	  of	  the	  Forty	  Martyrs	  195	  (1469	  CE),	  p.	  230	  Contains	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  with	  attribution	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (see	  Chapter	  IV).	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 322 
	  Mosul,	  Mor	  Mattai	  Monastery	  27	  (1484/5	  CE),	  f.	  285r	  Contains	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (see	  Chapter	  IV).	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 323 
	  	  Vat.	  sir.	  562	  (1487	  CE),	  ff.	  160v-­‐‑161r	  Contains	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (see	  Chapter	  IV).	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 324 
	  	  Birmingham,	  Mingana	  syr.	  151	  (1906	  CE),	  f.	  97v	  Contains	  the	  full	  text	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  with	  attribution	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (see	  Chapter	  IV).	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 325 
	  	  Sinai	  syr.	  14	  (10th	  c.),	  f.	  116r	  Contains	  a	  selection	  from	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  and	  the	  Book	  of	  Medicine,	  both	  with	  attribution	  to	  ‘Mar	  Šemʿōn’	  (see	  Chapters	  II	  and	  IV);	  the	  earliest	  manuscript	  witness	  of	  the	  text.	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 326 
	  London,	  British	  Library	  Add.	  14729	  (12th/13th	  c.),	  f.	  188r	  Contains	  a	  brief	  fragment	  from	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  (see	  Chapter	  IV).	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 327 
	  	  Berlin,	  Staatsbibliothek,	  Sachau	  352	  (13th	  c.),	  f.	  197r	  Contains	  anonymous	  selection	  of	  chapters	  from	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  (see	  Chapter	  IV).	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 328 
	  	  Birmingham,	  Mingana	  syr.	  86	  (ca.	  1300	  CE),	  ff.	  37v-­‐‑38r	  An	  older	  part	  of	  the	  composite	  manuscript	  contains	  a	  large	  part	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  
Grace	  with	  no	  clearly	  marked	  end	  (see	  Chapter	  IV).	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 329 
	  Šarfeh,	  Armalet	  ar.	  7/2,	  f.	  282v	  Contains	   the	  Arabic	   version	   of	   the	  Book	   of	  Grace	  with	  attribution	   to	   Isaac	   of	  Nineveh	  (see	  Chapter	  IV).	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 330 
	  Jerusalem,	  Monastery	  of	  St.	  Mark	  182	  (1515	  CE),	  f.	  [245r]	  Contains	  a	  Garshuni	  version	  of	   the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  with	  attribution	   to	   Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (see	  Chapter	  IV).	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 331 
	  	  Oxford,	  Bodleian	  Library,	  Marsh	  465,	  f.	  66v-­‐‑67r	  Contains	  Garshuni	  version	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (see	  Chapter	  IV).	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 332 
	  Mardin,	  Church	  of	  the	  Forty	  Martyrs	  202	  (1910	  CE),	  p.	  364	  Contains	  Garshuni	  version	  of	  the	  Book	  of	  Grace	  attributed	  to	  Isaac	  of	  Nineveh	  (see	  Chapter	  IV).	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